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_EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ) .
: - ) .y ‘

_ No other aspdct.of the 1976 Amendments to the Vocational Education
Act has generateéd more controversy and confusion than the issue of -how
states arg 'to distribate federal funds -to _eligible. récipjents. _Almost
four yeafs aftergthe passage of the 1976 Amendments, clear federal .

_guidelines have not been established, ‘and every state operates under -2
great uncertainty.as to whether it is complying with federal law. This,
report analyzes the procedurés states have adopted to distribute federal
funds for vocationa) edicatien. It is organized in four sections. The
first discusses contradictions and ambiguities’in federal legislation
and regulations affecting-distnjbution of funds. The second develops
a taxonomy of procedures .adopted by the.states and analyzes the strengths
and weaknesses of various approaches. The thifrd suggests a cTearer and
simpler approach to funds distribution. The fourth prevides "detailed
descriptions of the practices in each state. e

\N

£l

-

L

Federa] Law and Regyiations

v

* A number of contradictions and ambjguities in federal vocational:,

. edycation legislation have hampered the development of clear and effective
distribution procedures ‘at the state level. The Congress clearly stated
that it would -not permit procedures that produced.uniform per capita
distribution of funds, but it did not specify what type of non-uniform
distribotion was to be achieved. Critera affecting the distribution of
funds -- .such as location in an economicpf1y depressed area, proposals-
for programs new to the-area to meet new. and .emerging manpower ‘needs, _
relative financial ability, and concentrations of low income families or.
4ndividuals -- have heen so vaguely defined that, 4in most states, all &,
local education agen¢ies (LEAs? receive some federal, funds. Moreover, -
since neither the legislation nor the regulations specifies what weights
are to be attached to these criteria, it i5 quite 1ikely that in several
states, the distribution of funds . is not significantly different from
that which would result from allocating funds on the basis of per capita

epro]hments or through matching funds on a uniform percentage basis.

The importance of c14‘1 ying these issues cannot be overemphasized.
Despite.the requirement that States distribute funds by formula, there
is nothing inherently fair about a formula, By including and excluding
different variables.and by manipulating values assigned to different .
- coefficients of the variables, it is possible to destgn a formuld'to
sproduce any-outcome desired, while still appearing to consider the
_“‘criteria required in existing legislation. A formula per se is no N
assurance pfq airer and more effective allocation, unless the criteria
and weights—they are to be assigned are specified explicitly.
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State Ddstribution'Formulas . ' e
. #

¢

There are three basic steps to des}gning formula
funds: 1) data seélection, 2) transformation of data
“3cores, and 3) transformation of standardized scores

~

s for distributing
into standardized
into dollar allo- <

cations or reimbursement rates.” The first step involves identifying
and defining variables that are used to measure the various criteria . ;

- affecting the distribution of funds. States have enjoyed great latitude

in. the choice and employment of different variabies, and dozens of
different measures have been used. For formulas affecting funds distri-

bution in FY 1979, all but four states employgd-One o
relative financial ability, and only three did not us
income. Twenty-nine states used d variety of measure

r more measures of —
e ‘some measure of
s of unemployment.

Reflecting the difficulty of defining a sensible variable for measurin

"new -programs," only seven states included this crite

rion ip their

distribution procedures. Thirteen states incorporated some measure of

relative costs, and only eight used a separase factor

- e1igib1e‘recipieﬂts‘as located 'in an economically dep

The states employed a vdriety of different appro

comparisons among wariables measured on different sca
states used non-continuous methods that were judged t
-- imprecise, arbitrary,, and subject to manipulation.
used continuous methods that, while superior to non-c
were sometimes employed incorrectly.

) For transforming standardized scores into dollar allocations or
rates of reimbursement, states developed ones of three general methods: .

designating .some -~
ressed area.

aches to trans-

" forming raw data into standardized “Scores that permit accirate

les. Twenty-nine

o be inappropriate
Twenty-one states

ontinuous methods,

*

1) a tabular method, 2) a reinbursement rate equation; or 3) a weighted

"™ points method. Eleven states used the ‘tabular method, considered the .

least appropriate of the three approaches. Typically, this approach’

was poorly exp]gjned, and provisions seemed arbitrary. Six states .
calculated a reimbursement rate that varied depending on an eligible
xrecipient's scores on the various_distribution criteria. However, the

Jange of variation was usually.too narrow to.produce

significant

differences among recipients. Consequeptly, this approach tends to "'

direct more funds per student to higher spending .reci

pients, who often

are aTgo high wealth districts. In short, this approach may often
a

contr

jct the sthted parposes of the law and was consjdered inappro-

priate. Finally, twenty-seven states employed some variation of the
weighted points method, allocating funds based on each recipient's
total point score as a proportion of total pojnts earned by all
- recipients ih the state. Nhi]e’zgperior to the other two methods,
ef

this approach also suffers from

ficiencies that were poorly

handled by.most states adopting this method. ' T0 summarize, no state .

was using ‘a procedure fre€ of technical difficulties,

arbitrary -

judgments, unexplained calculations, questionable interpretations of

federal law, or. inaccurate and {nappropriate data.
. . - .

-
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An Alternative Formula

L4

For reasons develop

a

ed in

none of the three general meth
“{s capable of fairly incorpor

a

detail in Sectibh II“of the report,
ods proposed by the states in FY 1979
ting a1l the criteria the Congress

has specified to determine allocations of federal.funds for vocational
Section III suygests an alternative approach.
First, it calculates each eligible

education. Consequently, S
It proceeds in three steps.
recipient's vocational educatio

enrollment of target populations and students in-higl’ cost programs.

Second, it calculates relative
property wealth and household i
based on relative financial abi
education enrollments by "level
the neediest recipient up to th
those two togéther to ‘the level
funds are .exhausted. The 'sygge
easy to administer and monitor,

-

n enrollment, weighted in terms of
financial-ability in terms of both
ncome. . Third, it allocates funds
1ity per unit of weighted vocational
ling up," -- i.e., first brihging

e level of the second needigst, then
of the third, and so forth until
sted formula has the virtue ¢f being

while simultaneously addressing the -

A

major,objectives of federal vecational education legislation.

. 4
- . -




s

.
A

-

©1: GENERAL OVERVIEW | ; . :

Among .the most signikﬁcaht features of the 1976 Amendments
to the Vocational Education Act were provisions,modifying funding
arrangements. Consolidating programs that previously had_ beeg
separately funded, the Amendments created four general types of
grants: 1) a "basic" grapt that,” in addition to regular vocational
education programs, could be used for other purposes including
work-study, cooperative vocational edutation, construction, and several
other activities; 2) a grant for Vprogram improvement and Supportive
services," including research, exemplary and innovative programs, ]
curriculum development, guidance and counseling, teacher training, and
grants to overcome sex bias; 3) a grant,for "special programs for the "
disadvantaged;" and 4) a grant for consumer and homemaking education. -
The Amendments also created a number of national programs, includimg the °
establishment of the Vocational Education Data System (VEDS) and the )
National Occupational Information Coordinating Committee. .Finally, it A
provided for state planning grants, bilingual training, special .
renovation and remodelipg,-and state and.natfonal.advisory councils- :

-

By consolidating programs, Congress puisued a ."block grafft" approach -
that simplified.the basic structure of federal funding for vocational edu-
cation, but at the same time, Congress considerably complicated the rules
by which these grants were to be distributed by the states to eligible - -
recigients. Maintaining the "setaside" provisions -for handicapped, disad-
vanfaged, and postsecondary and adult students -- as well-as designating
funds_for the Bureau of Indian Affairs and for efforts to promote sex equity
-- Congress further specified several new criteria that were to affect
funds distribution. Henceforth, states would not be permitted-to’distribute
"funds uniformly to eligible recipients. Rather, they would have to consider
such factors as relative financial ability, the relative number or concen-
tration_of low-income families or.individuals, lecation in an ecopomically
depressed area or an area of high unemployment or high dropout rates, and

proposals for ‘new programs.

Further, subsequent regulations interpreted

_the setaside provisions of the Amendment
costs" of providing programs for® the h

‘to apply-only to the "excess
icapped and disadvantaged. "To

ensure that states met these requirementd\ the Bureau of Ogcupational and
Adult Education (BOAE) of the Office o igh encouraged states to
adopt ‘funding ‘‘formulas" -- presumably representing objective,-quantita-
tive procedures for allocating funds. These formulas were to determine °
the distribution of federal funds under Sections 120, 134, 14Q and 150 of
the[chationa1 Education Act. ST o

—Probably no other aspect .of the 1976 Amendments has generated more
.controversy, confusion, and frustration than the general issue of how states
are to distribute funds ta eligible recipients. Almost four years after
passage of the 1976 Amengments, clear federal guidelines have not yet been
established, and every state operates under great uncertainty as to whether .

\
- ’ el - . .

— - -
< .t " 4
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it is complying with federal law.. Regulations amd. guidelines issued to
date have been ambiguous, canfused, and contradictory. Procedures approved
one ‘year have been disapproved the next only to be approved again.

This rgport }eziews the procedures states have adoped to diiéribute

federal funds for vocational education. In this first section, offer

a general overview, concentrating on the Specifit\grovisions affecting the

distribution of ¥unds and identifying_the jssues that have impeded: the .
development 6f workable procedures. These issues include 1) the meaning.
of "non-uniform" distribution among appligants, 2) the definition of dis-
tributional criteria, 3) the determination of distribution mechanisms, .
4) the interpretation of the setaside provisions, 5) the treatment of
Subpart 4 funds for the -disadvantaged, and 6) the avajlability of data -
that are sufficiently current and disaggregated. ' .

Section II aha]yzes the types of procedures that states have-adop%ed
and develops a taxonomy of data transformation and funds distribution v
procedures. Section III develops a "Suggested Formula" that; inour .

judgment, meets the requirements of the 1976 Amendments and could be
used as a model for state systems. Finally, -Section IV provides

. ".detailed descriptions of procedures used by the states in FY 1979
for distributing federal funds.

By far, the bulk of our' report concentraték'on'individual state sys-
tems and the strengths and weaknesses of various approaches, that states
have adopted for distributing federal funds. We_are very critical. We
have found no state that has designed procedures free of mathematical
errors, arbitrary Jjudgments, questionable interpretations of federal law
and regulations, and inaccurate or inappropriate data. Nevertheless, we
find it difficult to fault individual states. As will become apparent in- .
the sections.that follow, federal leadership-has Been woefully inadequate.
The Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education (BOAE) has been unable to )
define unambiguous criteria and to design clear procedures forrdﬁstributing
federal funds. A partial explanation for this failure is ‘apparently in- o
adequate expertise for analyzing and designing school finance systems.
Howeyer, greater technica],proficjency'at BOAE cannot remove much of the
ambiguity.  Cl rer directions are needed from Congress. Present legis-
lation is irresolvably vague on several important jssues. Moresver, the
legislation pursues too many objectives with too few ingtruments and too °
1ittle attention to which objectives have- priority. - Until such problems

are resolved at the federal level, state responses are likely to continue

%o reflect a chaotic state of disarray

> -
.

A.” Achieving "Non-Uniform" Distribﬁtipns

-

A major chamge of the 1976 Aiendments was the provision of more ex-
plicit requirements for distributing funds. The 196&_ﬁmendments had in-
structed states to give due cor.sideration to the results of periodic evalu-
ations, to the relative need for vocational education amongudifferént popu-
latfon sub-groupg, to the relative ability ofi-school districts to provide:
resources, -and_to the excess costs of vocational programs. Yet, such provi-
sions had -proven inadequate. For example, -the House Committee on-Education
and Labor reported: : ' .

-

- o9

-

e o o/
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From, our oversight of the [vocational education] Program during .
the last two-years, we have found that these requirements are '
- tdo general in nature to carry out the intention of Congress . - -.
which was to provide additional resources to those school- dis-
<. tricts’ and agencies most in.heed of those resources to provide
* 'programs (House of‘Regresentatives, Report, No. 94-1085, May 4,

>

C 1976, p. $3). . _
.Similarly, the Senate Committee on Labor and Public welfare notéd: s T\

. e . . , & °,§? ’
) Existing law prohibits the allocation.of funds among eligible
applicants in a manner which fails to ‘take into account the statu-
tory criteria for allocation, such as the matching of local expen-
X .: ditures at a uniform percentage ratio. The purpose of such a pro- -
. . vision was to require State boards to takg into account the rela-
tive needs of applicants for Federal funds, and their relative ~
ability to match such funds, in-relation to other applicants within
_ the-State. . Despite this provision,’a number of states allocate
' , funds among school districts on the basis of a flat formulay with-
AN out taking relative need or ability to pay-ipto account (Senate, -
. Report, No. 99-882. May 14, 1976, p. 71). - . .

Yoe

s - . '« In the 1976 Amendmenté,(the Congresé'cﬁe$r1y states that‘ﬁeﬁcéfbrth
. ,uniform distribution of federa]l funds to eligible récipients is unaccep- AR
table: - ‘ . ' )

T
-

. . . the State’will.not allocate’such funds among eligible - v
recipients within the.State on the basis of per capita enroll- ' ) .
ment or through-matching of local expenditures on a uniform B k* .
percentage basis (P.L. 94-482; Sec. 106(a)(5)(B)(ii)). ' o

Instead, state administrations are to direct fgdéra1 furlds to Tocal agénf/
cies most in need of additional resources. "Need,” in this instance, takes,
- several forms. Thus, the Congress directs ,

~ . .
that the State*shatl, in considering the approval of such appli- . ¢
cations: [for funds], give priority*to those applicants which --. _
(i) are located fn.economically depressed areas and areas.
with high rates of unemployment, and are unable to provide the
resources, necessary.to meet the vocational education needs of ~
those-areas without Federal.assistance, and S Vs
(i1) proposg. programs which are new to the area .to ‘be served - :
_and which are designed to meét new and emerging manpower needs
: and job oppdrtunities in the area, and, where. relevant; in the
. State and the Nation . . . (P.L. 94-482, Sec. 106(a)(5)(A)).

¢
7 .

) 4" . . . > ’ . .
‘ While more explicit than- the 1968 .Amendments, these directions remain , .
ambiguous. -What.constitutes an neconomically. depressed” area or @ "hjgh"
"™ pate of unemployment is not defined, and liberal interpretations have -
. . énabled .some states to -label almost all recipients "aconomically depressed.
NG For example, of 62 counties in New York, all but two -- Dutchess &hd R
'Tomkins -- are defined by-the.]gzg,Annua11ﬁan as economigally depressed.

1 .
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Further weakening the ability of the two criteria to target funds
~ i{s the lack of any strong correlation between location in an economically
depressed area and location in an area with "new and emerging manpower
needs." ~ Indeed, one might expect the second to be ‘ore characteristic of
economically. vigorous communities with high rates of growth and Tow unem-
ployment. Thus, one criterion may well be offsettipg the other, efféc-
tively permitting uniform distribution.of federal funds despite specific
criteria for targeting. Such a possibility needs to be verified by em-

, pirical analysis, but even without hard data, it is easy to.see how the
two criteria could be used to cast a large net that would: include most,
if not all, locatities. . SEe e,

Perhaps- anticipating such difficulties, the Congress specified fur-

' (] [
ther criteria:

+
-

" . . . the State shall, in determining the amount of %und} avail-*

able under this Act which shall be made available to those appTi-. T

cants approved for funding, base such distribution 6n economic,

~ social and demographic factors relating to the need for vocational

. ——education among various populations and the varijous areas of the-
State, except that -- ' RS

(i) the ‘State will use as the two most important factors in

determining this distribution (1) in the case of local educational
agencies, the relative financial ability of such agencies to provide
the resources necessary to meet ‘the need for vocational education

~in the areas they service and the relative number or concentration °

 of low-income families or individuals within such agencies, and (II)
" 4in the case of other eligible recipients, the reldtive financial. '

ability of.such recipients to provide the resources to initiate or
maintain vocational education programs to meet the needs of their
students and the relative number or concentration of students whom
they “serve whose &ducatjon- imposes higher than average costs, such
as handicapped students, students from low~income families, and
students from families in which Enqlish is not the dominant language
(P.L. 94-482, Sec. 106(6)(5)(8)(i)§ ' )

. .

" Here again, the language is much more specific than-previous- law, -but
an important question remains unanswered. Are these criteria to be ap-
plied after a local ‘agency has been identified as eligible by the previqus
two criteria -- location <in an economically depressed area or proposing pro-
grams for new. and emerging manpower needs? Or, are they to be applied jn-
dependently with additional money. going to localities with 1ow financial
ability regardless of need based on other criteria? Does the law require
an approval.process by which eligibility is first based on high unemploy-
ment and low fina\cia1 ability, -or does it merely require a process by

~ which efther high\unemployment or low financial ability are sufficient for

. eligibility? ' A process in which eligibility is determined by meeting any

one on several criteria will distribute funds more broadly "and uniformly
than a process requiring that all criteria be satisfied. Indeed, the

former process is 1ikely to lead to an outcome in which all applicants

v
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_ receive some funds, and depending on the weights assigned to each critgrinn,ﬁ

capita distribution.
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.. Is it(lega]“&é fund all applicants in this way? BOAE has said yes. . ‘
In the March 1980~ Faft‘of its Policy Manual for Federal Vocational Edu- .~ .
. cation Fund Distrigution, the Bureau .states: : ' ’ '
. " - stdtes may disthibute Federal VEA funds to all applicants. m. N
- _- though P,L. 94[5%2 describes separate approvalpselection, and funding .
. -stages, there i§%nothing in the Law or -Regulations to prohibit o
© . aState from fuﬂ@jng all applicants. Where all applicants are , ° |

4. +Ffunded, States. ci use a combined prioritizing and funding pro- v
.~ + -cess, as long-as the %wo most important factors (1; relative finan-°
oo cial ability and *-Xé ow-income families (for LEAs) or (2) high cost’

o students (for.other‘eligible recipients) individually receive the - .
- greatest weight in’ the process. (BOAE Information Manual for ~ -
Federal Vocational Education State Grant Fund Distributton Pro- *
- . -4

»
4

" cedures, March.1980, p. 6). ‘ N
‘J . . . '.' . s "‘ , . N ..‘
NI BOAE also gives states the option of using a two-stage process of approval .
;7% . -and, funding but does not require it. RS . o
e T o 3 . G ‘ .-
~ Despite BOAE's assertion that it is legal to distribute funds to all . o ,

.. .- appligants, much doubt remains. Repqrting on the 1976.legislation to amend
- " the Vocational Education Act, the Senate:Committee'gn Labor and Public Wel-
fare states.that the purpose of thess criteria aré to help States™make
" "hard choices" about whom to fund, imp]ying that only ‘the néediest appli-
=832 cants are to receive funds:. .- , ' ' '

- " "  The Committee hopes that the specific provisioh§ for the
eligible recipient applications will, provide the State bpard
with the necessary information to make.hard ¢hoices among com-
petiqg applications for :scarce Federal funds. = -
t PR : .. C .
However, -even this statement.is ambiguous because the report continugs:
- ) =T ’ N . “ PR :l ) ’
. + » Of course, succpssfq]‘on-goipg~programswshou1d continue -
to receive assistance. However, with the development of new ‘
" .vocational programs compet#ng for limited dollars, State boards
may have to“decide to fund pew and .innovative programs, allowing
S:gge and local.funds. to pick up the costs of sofe operational
p : & - . e

drams. -
Shoréﬁﬁf more- explictt legistation, the question’of whether all applicants
may receive some federd) - funds cannot be answered. A clear.response has
import policy imp¥ications, affecting not only what types of distribution
.procedures dre appropriate but also the effectiveness of Congress” efforts
to target resources wherefng§h§ are greatest. More will be said on these

hE
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. ' ;Eﬂhf1e it is-unclear whether Congress in}eﬁded all applicants to receive '
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- federal funds, %here is no doubt that it intended some to receive more-
than others. Applicants with large populations of handicapped and dis-
advantaged students, poor areas with high unemployrent and difficulties-in.

- providing vocational education: programs, and areas with new' and emerging

training oppértunities are all to receive pr ,

funds to eligible recipients. However, .the legislation offers-little .

-guidance on operational definitions ‘of° these objectives or ‘the weight each

is ‘to receive. Each criterton' deserves some discussion. ’ .

1. Location in an-Economically Depressed Area’ States have enjoyed
* « much discret¥on in defining economically depressed, areas. Many have em-
o destgnate areas under the Public Works and .

¢ ployed.the‘triteria.used t
Economic’ Development Act, critéria. so’Broad, that most areas of the state
. qualifys In its pfoposed policy manual on funds distribution,- BOAE -does

not explicitly outlaw this'practiqéfand;instfucts states to define ec

+ cally ‘depressed areas 1n
clude in their definitions measures of .unemployment rates and inability to

provide resources for’v

\\iﬁates to abandon dichotomous variables and td employ continuous*variables

at will force states to recognize that some areas are more economically
Implicit in these' directions is the requirement’

.
.

depressed than others.
that, among localitjes designated as economically depres

caté"grgatergresources_to those with greater needs!

+However, such a requirement is ngwer exp
subsequently waffles and begs the question. It instructs states to adopt
+~ - one of two approaches in approving applications. First, a state may fund
. only those applicants in economically depressed areas by ranking them ac-
cordifg to, need and using a
cut-off point is’never defined, nor are states given any guidance as to
how to determine it. Second, states may fund all applicants and include
.. depressed areas as-a "weighted" factor in the distribution formula. BOAE
~_~ provides no instructions as to how this is to be done or what “weighted"

means in operational terms.

v 2. New Programs. Similar ambiguities§p1ague the definition of pro-
.~ grams designed to meet new and emerging manpower needs.
requirement seems clear -- namely to discourage
to operate outdated or unnecessary training programs and to anticipate
labor market needs that might cause shortages in the absence of adequaté
numbers of trained workers. Such an interpretation is consistent ‘with
. other sections of the Act that stress, program planning based on careful
assessment of current and future needs for particujar job skills (see,
for example, Sec. 107(b)). Unfortunately, the efphasis on "new" programs

" and BO:;éS'literal interpretation ofe

tially
to expegcted labor market conditions. Thus, too liter

.would dealare ineligible a locality that sought to expand an e
gram to meet. emerging new demands for workers W

‘ By BOAE's definition, and indeed the language of the legislation itself,
such a program only qualifies if it is "new to the area.". Similarly, an
existing program that is-radically reorganized -- for example, Yedesigned
to use updated :new equipment and -curriculum at substantial addit{onal cos

13 . —
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al an interpretation
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onomi -
in Annual Program Plans. Henceforth, states must in-

jority in distributing federal

ok

ocational education programs. " Thus, BOAE encourages

sed, states allo- ~

1icitly stated," and ‘the manual

heutooff mark® to determine eligibility. The .

The intent of the
localities from continuing

<

[y

xisting pro-
ith those particular skills. °
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the word creates incentives that poten-. .
ntradigt the broader aim for- sound planning that matches training
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-- would not qualify for federal funding under a strict interpretatign
of the "new‘program" criterion.
: Such outcomes are clearly inconsistent with concerns expressed else-
"where in the legislation. The Act begins with a deélar;s&pn of purpose
that leaves no doubt that Federal funds are intended, g other aims,
to help states extend and fmprove existing programs, but the later em-
phasis on new programs as one of only two criteria for approving appli-
cations, discourages sensible planning. Instead, such heavy priority on
newness" may encourage potential recipients not only to rush into poorly -
-developed programs for the sake of doing something new, but also to design
elaborate new disquises for old programs that do not change at a11
The extent of such practices requires empirical analysis. Regard-
less of empirical findings, however, the emphasfs on new programs is
misplaced. Not only is it a poor criterion for encouraging localities to
use existing resources efficiently but also it'unfairly rewards localities
wjth the most 1imited offerings. It is much more difficult for a-large
recipient with a widely varied program to deve]op new ones, though it may
_be important to expand existing ones. As written, the 1egws]at1on is un-
necessarily inflexible on this point.

3. Relative Findncial Ability. One of the "two most important" fac-

. tors. affecting funds distribation, relative financial ability has two pos-
sible meanings, "according to the VE@ Regulations. First, it may be-defined
as local property wealth per capita, a measure similar to those used in
school finance formulas seeking,to neutralize the influénce of tax base di’s-
paritiés on spending for education. Alternatively, it may be defined as
total local tax effort, per capita local tax. revenues divided by local per
capita income. This latter measure, one of the criteria affecting alldca-
tions of”lE eral revenue sharing,, recognizes that property taxes are ulti-'
mately paid out of current income. Measuring the burden relative to income
thus provides a better indicator of.ability to pay than a measure of assessed
value per capita. Assessed value per cap1ta ignores not only revenues ac-
tually ggnerated but also variations in burden relative to 1oca1 differences
in the 1stribut1on of income. :

.

Despite the super1ority of the tax effort measure, BOAE urges states
to use property wealth per capita to determ1ne-r¢1ative financial ability.
The Bureau argues that a measure of total tax affort is too' difficult to
implement. Two major problems impede 1mp1ementation. First, in many states,
the jurisdiction responsible for education is not geograph1ca11y coterminous
with other jurisdictions responsible-for other services. Consequently, ag-
gregates of tax revenues for a1Y'loca1 services are very difficult to cal-
culate. Second, in many states, there are né current, accurate measures of
local income for school districts. Typically,.states levying income taxes
can calculate distributions of income for counties and municipalities, but
unless school district boundaries coincide with these jurisdictions, dis-
tributions for school districts cannot be determined. A few states have
solved this problem by requiring taxpayers tS include on their tax returns
the name of the school district in which they reside. Others have developed
trict boundaries; the proZrams permit easy and reasonably accurate estimates
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of income distributions for school districts. In short, several states
are capable of calculating per capita income for school districts,

and ‘BOAE- could encourage, or indeed require, that, these states use per
capita income in measures of relative financial ability.

BOAE has. prohibited states:from employing assessed value per student,
ADA or ADM, as a measure of retative financial ability. Such-°measures
fail to recognize that age distributions vary greatly among Jurisdictions. .
Consequently, districts with relatively few school age:children may enjoy
a fiscal advantage in providing educational services, but this advantage
s cffset by greater difficulties in financing other public services in
greater demand by adults, especially the elderly. Further, measures em-
ploying ADA or ADM tend to penalize districts with large private school
populations, high rates of absenteeism, and rapidly -declining enrollments.
Such places have relatively higher fixed costs for education. - Thus, tax
base per capita is a superior measure, more neutral with respect to demands
for non-school services andtvariations in fixed costs.

Despite the superiority Qf the per capita measure, it is difficult . .
for many states to calculate a curately.. Most states do not have data on
the resident population of scho 1 _districts. Such data are available from
the decenpial census, but they bécome quickly dated. Only where school
districts are cotermindus with mutjcipalities or counties can states secure
accurate counts of resident popula ion.' BOAE recognizes this difficulty
and permits states that can substantate their inability to secure popula-
_tion data to substitite assessed valué. per student. The vast majority do
employ this proxy." : c .

. Yo .

4. Low-Income Familigs. The second of the two "most “important" fac-
tors determining- funds distribution is the: "relative number or concentra-.
tion-of low-income families or individuals: within such agencies." The
major unresolved guestion recarding this ¢riterion is relative to what --
the number of low-income families relative to the total population of the
LEA, or the number of low-income fami17es relative to the total number of
low-income families in the state? BOAE has opted for'the former, a choice
,that can lead to some rather perverse outcomes unless variables are care-
fully adjusted:for the size of the LEA. To see why, consider the extreme
case of a state with only two districts of vastly different size. One has
& population of 100,000, of whom 800 are low-income individuals. The
second has & population of 1,000, of whom 800 are low-income. Thus, the
concentration of low-income individuals relative to the populatign of - the:
district is 20 percent and 80 percent, respectively. By BOAE's rule, funds
are to be directed to the second district, despite the fact that over 85
g:rcent of the state's population of low-income individuals resides in the
“first. S . .

¢

 The critical question here is whether ‘the criterion is .intended to

_direct funds to individuals or geographic areas. BOAE's procedure directs

funds to areas with the possibility that very, sizable numbers of target
populations will receive 1ittle specjal assistance. Further, on the very
reasonatle assumption that population heterogeneity increases with size, a
/ procedure that measures’ proportions of targe populations within LEAs in-
. . ro, ’ .

.
.
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evitably favors small jurisdictions.” There may be some justification for
this practice. If it can be& shown that high concentrations of target. pop-
ulations within LEAs produces higher costs per student, some adjustment
is called for. However, if the problem is that target populations.gen- &
erally require more costly programs, regardless of where they reside, - ‘
then distributing funds on the hasis of numbers ‘relative to the state

.- totals would be more equitable a 1 effective. . — -

; , . A second difficulty affecting\ the implementation of this criterion -
is the lack of data that are sufficiently disaggregated to target funds ¢
precisely. Where states maintain income data only 3t the county level, ¢
the number of low-income individuals‘within LEAs within each county can .
only be obtained by—pro-rating‘county\totals among districts. Typically,
pro-rating is based on the distributioh of the county's total population

o among LEAs. Thus, to the extent that target populations are not evenly

. distributed in relation to the total population, some LEAs are penalized

while others are favored. As was noted dbove, several states have pro-

cedures for pbtaining more accurate measures of school district income.
distributions .and BOAE could be urging universal adoption of these pro-.

cedures., v
{j 5. Above Avérage Costs. Many.LEAs eligible for federal funds
eceive no local revenues and are wholly supported by state funds. Hence,

conventional measures of relative financial ability are not'applicabte,

and where states allocate equal amounts per student, the criterion has no

relevance at all. However, in such -instances, the law diretts states to

consider “the relative numbar or concentration of students whose education Y

imposes higher than average costs, such as handicapped students, students - |

from low-income .families, and students’ from families in which English is

_not the'dominant language." Here again; BOAE has interpreted "relative"

to mMean concentrations within institutions rather than the size of the

LEA target population relative to the state total. The practice has the

same problems as .those discussed: above. ) .

' KV Additionally, BOAE presumes that LEAs do in fact incur above average
costs in educating these students. The Bureau instructs states to count -
students; it does not require evidence that such costs are incurred or =
that additional funds based on such counts are actually to be spent on
students identified. The failure to ins$ist on direct evidence of above- (

- average costs may ignore important differences among LEAs. Costs are :

s 1ikely to vary substantially -- by factors of two or more -- among types

of students and types of services offered. .Simple population counts are

crude measures at best; at worst, they signify nothing. '

. . -

' 6. Weighting Criteria. Assuming these criteria could.be clearly
defined and ‘accurately measured, the problem would remain as to how each
should be weighted in determining the distribution of funds. On this point,
the legislation is extremely vague. States are directed to "give priority
to" or consider "most important® various factors, but these phrases have
no operational meaning. Until Fall 1979, the regulations simply repeated
the language of the law and provided no additional insight. The draft of

‘ ‘BOAE's policy manual issued in March 1980, fails to offer any guidance

Yo : other than to specify which factors must receive the "greatest" weight.

T ‘: Y ' -9- -
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( , Presumably, a formula givingfveights of .26 to two variables, relative
s financial ability and number of low-income individuals, and weights of

.24 to two others is legal for there is no specified minimum by which
the weights of these factors must exceed those of others.. .

A more fundamental quéstion is whether it is appropriate at all to
try to solve a number of different objectives simultaneously through ar- .
, bitrary weighting schemes. Am rnative approach-is to prioritize ob- e
, jectives and devote resdurces to realizing the first before proceeding to
the second., Thus, Congress might specify that federal funds are to be
used first 'to eliminate vocational education spending disparities pro-
duced by diffarences in relative financfal ability. If resources remain
after that objective.is satisfied, they might then'be applied to\compen-
sating for -above average\costs of educa;inﬁ special students. If some
federal funds still remained, they might then be applied to supporting
. programs aimed at new labor'market_needs. Ppespite the relatively small .
proportion of vocational education dollars that federal funds represent,
“such prioritizing may not|be far-fetched. Some states, after all, have
already achieved substantjal expenditure equalization through school fi-
nance reform, and in thesge states the criterion of relati financial
ability has no meaning. /What ebjective are they to pursue next? We sug-
gest a form of this approach and’ develop it more fully in Section IV.
One of its attractive~features is that it avoids the issue of mathematical
" weights, which is usually arbitrary and is occasionally subject to abuse.

C. Distributipn Mechanisms

"Prior to the 1976 Amendments, states distributed funds to eligible |,
recipients in a wide variety ofways. ‘State plans-rarely described’ the 0
distribution procédures precisely, and ¥t is practically impossible to re--
construct the distribution mechan'isms actually used. However, generally
one of two types of bnpgedures was adopted. Funds were distributed either
on the basis of applications for grants to-support proposed projects or on . L
the basis of a predetermined entitlement. Under the first, eligible recip- L
ients subwitted a project proposal and budget which was reviewed by the
state administration ahd approved, modified, or rejected. A1l those eli-
gible did‘not necessarily receive funds, and state offjcigls enjoyed sub-
< stantial discretion in determining what projects would be approved. Under

" the second, state officials determined an entitlement for each eligible
.~ recipient, which then submitted an application against the funds. The
entitlement might be based sjmply on a flat amount’per .student for each
! | recipient or it might attempt, by mathematical formula or administratiye
. adjustment, to vary entitlements among recipients depending on need or
( ) other criteria. . . ' .
~ ATthough the 1976 Amendments explicitly forbade uniform distribu-
? *  tions, the legislation did not preclude states from-continuing to employ
N < either of these ‘approaches. 'Henceforth, states wpuld be required tp apply
the varipus cn{teria discussed in, the previous section to either the en- !
. titlemént or project based distribution. The legisjation nowhere speci- T
. .. fied how these criteria were to be applied, and indeed the regulations db
{ : little to xclarify the type of mechanisms states are tc employ. For the °
3 most part, the regulations issued in October 1977, merely rgggated the -

- - . . “ .
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* language of the Act.

-persons with limited
‘No. 191, Monday, October

“variable shoyld strive to reflect or measure accurately the intended phe-

¢
‘ ~ 2
. * L - ¢ . - -
«
.
+

However, ih Appendix B of the-Regulations, a peculiar word appears:

QuestionNo. 1: To what part of the Act does the Section 106(a)(5)
funding formu1a\ppp1y? . : ‘ ‘

Answer: fhg séttion-idﬁ\a)(s) funding formula must- be app1fed to
211 Federal :funds distributed under sections 120, 134, 140 and 150.
(Federal Register, Vol.'42, No. 191, Monday, October 3, 1977, p.

- 53865, emphasis added) = . fe o

"Formula" appears nowhere in the Act and 4. used only once in the main
body of the Regulati
lish-speaking ability (Federal Register, Vol. 42,
2, 1977, Article 104.313(c}, p. 53841). Seem-

ingly, while never explicitly stating t;f requirement, without providing

a single example of how the computationg were to be performed, without
offering any guidance as to what variabjes were to be included and how
they should be weighted, BOAE had intended states to employ a formula to
distribute federal funds. Yet it is odd to relegate,such a formidable
requirement -to one sentence in the appendix.to forty-three pages of de-
tailed regulations. How were states expected to implement the requirement
for distributing funds by formula? The question has been at the center of
four years of regulatory debate between BOAE and the state agencies over-

. seeing 'the distribution of funds.

What precisely is meant by the term "formula"? Though the Regula-
tions offer few hints, we take the term to mean a clearly delineated method
-- usually though not necessarily mathematical -- for alldcating funds.

Its chief feature is that it makes explicit and replicable each step in
the allocation process. Ideally, it should produce the same outcome
regardlass of who performs the required computations; the need.for subjec-

-

s -- referring to the computation of expenditures for a

tive judgment i's minimized and its_influence tempered, At the very least, ¥

an outsider ought to be able to follow and understand how,a particular out-
come was produced. . . : .

To employ a formula efféq;iVeJy and fairly, there are some additional
criteria that it should strive“to meet: - . i

1. Definitional Clarity. Each of the wvariables employed.in the
formulas -- ‘i,e., the criteria governing funds distribution --'must be
clearly defined. The definition should apply uniformly among eligible
recipients within each state, and perhaps among states as well. Each

nomenon. -

. \
- v T v

2. Pase of Understanding. In’one sense, a formula "works" if it’
produces the outcome intended by, the controlling legislation.. Hence, one
might argue that it is necessary only to understand the outcome rather
than the procedures that produces it. However, often the ‘intended out-
come is not realized™- perhaps because objectives conflict or perhaps
because mathematical or statistical errors have been made -- and it is

B r 4 *
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- 3. Use of Current and Reliable Data. Often it is boss1b1e to define

. measures employed. High Sensitivity may be desirable, although this will N
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important to be able easily to identify the source of the problem. More _
importantly, there is not always consensus on the legislative intent, .
and it 1s therefore wseful to be able to understand how a particular for- _ (
xuTa reinforces one interpretation or.another. Consequently, formulas - S
should be designed to allow easy ynderstanding by federal, state, and - -
local.officials, legislators, parents, teachers, and others concerned with
operating educational programs. . . d
. ,

S

Clear criteria for distribution, but data are not available that are suf- .
ficiently current and reliable. - Lagged data that deviate significantly
from currept conditidns will produce_unwanted resuits. . Some data, while
reliable in the aggregdte, are suspect when disaggregated or prorated.: -, .
Data may be missing for some states or for some recipients within states, )
and bias in the pattern of missing data will bias distributions based on S ‘
such variables. . o ;- . ) 0

4. Geographic Specificity. Related to problems of data currency - ‘
and relfability.js—the problem thai data may not be available in a form .~ -
that permits effective targeting of funds. At what leével is it necessary
to distinguish eligibility -- among states, counties, LEAs, schools, class-

rooms, or individuals? .- : ' i -

-

5. " Stability. Also related to problems of data.}eliability and geo-
graphic specificity is the formula's sensitiyity to small ciinges in the

Ieag to large differences in aliocations among recipients and over time. ..
Large changes may impair recipients' ability to plan effectively; on the
other hand, formulas insensitive to real differences among recipients
defeat objectives to target funds, : Yoo &

. 6. Unintended Incentivés. Even formulal that-meet a1 of the abdve™. | #
criteria can create unintended incentives and consequences that counteract w
the intended objectives of the formula.. The formula may encQirage recip- & _
ients to'report false or misleading data, to relabel students, or_ shuffle T
financial accounts. : ) Lo

. . N . . 1 ’

Even:wheﬁ these criteria for good formula design are respected, a . 1
formula may nat~pr§§uce the intended result. There is nothing inherently - -
fair about formulas. The most important decisions affecting a formula’s. ‘
outcome -- the; choice of variables, the mathematical specification of the *
relationships gmong .variables, the values given to coefficients or exponents
---are all externgl to the.formula itself; they are policy decisions.that .
must be made by administrators and legislators and therefore subject to . ,
political debate and cbnflict. From this groader perspective, formulas " .

are not objective at all, despite their apparent quantitative precision.
Indeed,” by_incTuding and excluding differeht variables and by manipulating
values assigned to different coefficients, it {s probably possible to de-
sign a formula that would produce any outcome desired, while still meeting :
the criteria outlined above and those specified in legislation. A formula
per-se is no guarantee of fairer or more effective allocation. o

Unfortunately, this point has been m1ss§d by BOAE, as‘gn s 'et/t;ers °
: ~ - . ¢ .-
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the primary mech nisi for
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tributing ds. Although formulas help to explain the sfeps followed by
states to JMlocate funds, in the absence of unambiguous¥nstructions about
what variables to include and how they are to be pi-ioritized or weighted, .
formulas are no more likely to produce desirable outcomes than any other

method of distribution. In this sense, the conentration on develaping

pressing‘f?lthe adoption of formflas as
1

.different "models" of formulas may be misplaced; more fupdamental {ssues -

-

must be resolved before these models have any real operatjonal meaning.

) -
. 8

D. Setasidg Provisions

~ g . °, -

- . ’ L 4 . .
The setaside requirements of the 1976 Amendments are another area of

on-going confusion and debate.

The legislation contains three primary

setaside provisions.

Firstps at least 10 percent of each state's basic -

W

grant is reserved to pay not more-than 50 percgnt: of the excess costs of |
. vocational education programs for the handi¢apped. Second, at dleast 20 e
percent of each state's basic grant fs.to be used to cqver no more than 50 ™
- percent of the excess costs of programs for the disadvantaged. Third, the
Act reserves 15 pertent of each state's basic grant for not ‘more .than 50 -
percent of the costs of vocational education for persons who have compteted
or left high schoel or who aré unemployed or -already in the”fhbor'market
- (the postsecondary setaside). 'Additionally, a portion of the disadvan- " - -
‘ taged setaside is reserved for persons with limited-English proficiency, -
the amount varying with their number as a proportion of each state's pop-

®for the handicapped and’disadxg:taged and might-lead to a reduction.
- séquently, subsequent-regulati

_ special programs, services and activities.

ulation aged fifteen to twenty-four, inclusive. R

v

i
<

The original 1egi§1ation~did”not specify that funds reserved for the "
handicapped and disadvantaged could be used to cover only the excess costs

" of programs and services.c Following the publication of proposed regulations.

in Apri1~<1977, a letter to Commissioner of Education Boyer from Represen-
tatives Perkins and-Quie and Senators Pell and Javits made t clear that,
the setasides were intended to help cover the costs of "special forms of
assistance, over and above the regular program.” The Gongressmen argued
that any other interpretation would .not léad to an®expansion of sgnxic%s
on-
s required that the setasides, for the hand-
icapped and disadvantaged be applied only to the additional. costs-of. ~ - °

r

Much confusion rémained, however, especially as to whether the prin-
ciple of excess cost applied to both mainstreamed programs and-separate
specia]izeswprograms. Consequently, in March 1978, OF issued a further®
interpretation. First, the interpretation reiterated the emphasis of the

. Vocational Education Act on mainstreaming:

) The State shall use,‘to the maximum extent possible, the funds
expended for handicapped and disadvantaged persons to enable.
these persons to participate in regular vocational education-: -

~

rograms %Federa]iRegister. Vol. 43, No. 59, Monday, March 22, A
~ 978’ po 5 » .. '. - . < .
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For students placed ihh;egu1ar programs, excess coOsts refer to expendi-
ture-per student far ndn-handicapped-or non-disadvantaged students in
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’vqcationaI education. '
When it is-.necessary to place a student in a zeparate specialized
program, the entire cost of this programsmay be counted 2s excess costs,
provided the averade -statewide (state and local) -expenditure per stufent
™ equals or exceeds the average per student expenditure for non-hagdicapped
- or non-disadvantaged students. Unfortunately, this interpretation creates _
a powerful incentive to isolate students rather than mainstream. Consider
. , the following hypothetical -example.” Suppose a state spends $1,000 per
student for non-handicapped students. The state has 1,000, handicapped
students #m vocatiohal education and 10, percent of its basic grant amounts -
to $300,000, or $300 per handicapped $tudent. - If the state mainstreams
these students, it must spend $1,600 per student, including an additional
$300,000 of state-local expenditures to match the federal setasides dollag
for dollar. However, if the state e]gcts to place all students in spe-
cialized facilities, it need spend only $1,300 per student. In this case,
average statewide.state and local expendituré is the required $1,000 per .
student, $300 of which can be counted as the 5Q percent match for the ‘$300
per student of federal funds. The state need not spend the additional
$300,000 required if students are mainstreamed. Consequently, the larger
the_setaside, the greater {s the “tncentive to éso]ate students in special
programs rather than mainstream them as the le is]ationfwou]d prefer.
) T The excess cost provision has made it difficult for some states to
match federal setaside funds, and a few have threatened to return funds
to OF. . It is easy.to see why they are experiencing difficulty. In effect,

G the operation of the excess cost provision creates a perverse incentive
structure. On the one”hand, spending small amounts per student in setaside
dollars forces states to match at unusually high total matching ratios.
Spending larger amounts decreases total .matching ratios but forces states
to rafse substantial sums of new dollars. Fowfexample,-assume a state

: spends an average of $1,000.per student for yocational education. Assume
further that the federal setaside amounts to $50 per handicapped student
~_n’vocational education. For a mainstreamed student, the state must put

: up an additional $50, bringing the state-local total to $1,050, or a )

: ‘ total matchjng.ratio of 21:1. As the-per student setaside increases, say
to $300 in our previous example, this {gtio declines greatly. but states
have substantially more difficulty gene ating additional funds.

In shcrt, the excess cost provision is a clumsy mechanism for tar-
» geting funds. It is,insensitive to existing levels of state spending
and matching ratios for target groups .and creates strong disincentives to -
] use the’ money at all. Attempting to respond to the problem, Congress
amended the Vocational Educatjon Act in 1978 -to allow ssptgs to exceed the
50 percent 1imit on the feddrd] share for eligible reci ients "financially
. unable" ta provide programs Yorjtarget groups. However, the amendment
merely pérpetuates the basic shodtcomings of the excess cqst noction and )
creates additional problems as. to:how "financially unable® recipients are
to be defined. ‘ :

A simpler and more effective approach might be td reserve setasides
for special purposes -- services, programs, and activities -- but drop -
£. . * the matching requirements altogether. . To avoid supplanting state;local

A 21
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funds with federal funds -- the major concern of the Congréss in insist-
- ing on the excess cost interpretation -- states could be requifed to
— maintain-existing. levels of support (on a per student basis adjusted for
~ inflation), as well as document that state-local average expenditures per -
. - student for target groups equaled or exceeded average expenditures per ‘
student for'non-handicapped apd nen-disadvantaged students._. Such anm ap-
proach would be consistent h with efforts to encourage mainstreaming .
and with Congressional objectives to provide necessary special services.
'that facilitate participation in vocational education. -

N\

. E. Summary: N ' v .
~ ’ . . . . “ o, B \\
, " - While.by no means an exhaustive treatment of the ambiguities and .
~ . problems comp]@pating implementation of the 1976 Amendments, the discus- -

sion—thus far serves to highlight some of the major isswes. . Important
. questions remain to be answered by Congress before one can reasonably
—, ‘expect states to adopt clear.distribution procedures that respond °
} effectively to the aims qf the Congress: 3 ~ SRS
1. Can federal funds, be distribu&ed to all LEAs and institutions, or
must monies be directed first to thosg most in need on the basis of
ability to pay and other criteria outlined in the'legislation?
2. If universal distribution is permitted, what is the operational
®meaning of the "priority" assigned to the various factors affecting ,-
distripution? \ ‘ ®

+

9

s

~ . E .
3. If universal distribution is not permitted, is eligibility deter-
mined by satisfying only one of the several factors or must all be
satisfied? . .

4. ‘Are states permitted, to use dichotomous variables -- e.g., location
in an economically depressed area or operating a new program -- to
determine eligibility or must they employ’'continuous measures of

these characteristics that distingufsh among different levels of need?
How should such measures be defined? . .

5. Where data, such as'measuresgpf low-income families, are not currently
available at the relevant. level of geographic specificity, to_what gxtent
will proration or the use of proxies be permitted? Will states be re -
guired to collect such data? by what deadl%?es?

6. Does Congress intend to direct funds to needy individuals or needy
areas? If areas, what types of distribution mettods should states gpp]oy
‘x to avoid unintended concentration of all resources in a few small juris-
. dictions? ' . .
7. 1Is the presence of target populatiops sufficient evidence that recip-,
ients.ificur above average costs for certain students or must such costs
be documented? o

L)

8. Should such objectives as overcoming the disadvantages of low relative
financial ability or high concentrations-of low-income families be ‘priori-

o - -15-
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tized and agdressed- sequentially, or should states seek to address all
simultaneous]y? '

9. If objectives are to be addressed simu]taﬁebusly, how is each to be -
weighted? . . ¥

-

" 10. Did Congr;ss intend states tq adopt a mathematically based formula

to allocate funds, and if so, {o what parts of the Act does such a for-
mula.apply? How much discretion are states to have in formula -design and

application? . i

11. If a formula is to be employed, how will the basic decisions be made
regarding what variables to include and how to weight them? - '

. . r - :
12. Does the matching requirement for excess cOSts lead to'the result,

“~intended by Congress? Would full federal funding of excess costs be more

N

14kely: to realize Congressional intent, while greatly simplifying compli-
ance and eliminating perverse incentives? ' RN

These are but a few of the unanswered questions. In light of such uncer-
5tainty, how have states responded? ‘ What procedures for di'stributing funds
have actqp]]y been adopted? To that subject we now turn. a

v L]
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- A. Somé General Concerns in Education Finance

!

P h T AN
I1. STATE DISTRIBUTION FORMULAS R : '
L]

*

A}

. , » 3 M s . ,
<" Although never explicitly required by the 1976 Ahendments, the ha]le
mark of’the new legislation has become the funds distribution formula. As
set forth in the Regulations, distribution formulas are to govern the al-
location of funds distributed under Sections 120, 134, 140, and 150 --
approximately 90 percent of the 495 million spent in 1977-78, No other .
. aspect of vocational education funding has caused greater controversy and

confusiori. . More than three and one-half years after passage of the legis-.

_lation, BOAE began to provide states with sorie specific examples of ac-. -
ceptable procedures. Even these were not yet free of ambiguities and )
misspecification, and BOAE subsequentij\abandoned them. In. this dection,

we analyze.the:£ypes of formulas states have adopted. By way of background -
it_is helpful to begin with a general Took .at intergovernmental fiscal, relas.

RN

tions in education, including the major factors affecting “funds distri-

bution<and thgigenera1 types of allocation formulas that have been developed.

= ’ 7

paring the past 15 years or so, a great dea]ﬁzf atteq;ion has been

paid to improving the ways by which gtates distribute money for education
to local school districts and- institutions. Generally, these efforts- have
had two objectives, first to improve the distribution of state money with
respect to local differences in costs and second to imprgve the distribu-
tion with respect to local differences in fiscal capacity to meet those :
costs. Thus, the gereral aim of scheol finance reform has been 'to design
distribution systems-that provide larger amounts: of state aid to local re-
cipients that fact higher costs in providing a given level of education or
that possess less capacity to finance a given level gf spending from 1ogal
sources of revenue. - ' oo

L3

Wijth regard to costs, the task for state governmgnt has been to dis- .
. tinguish between differences in expenditure that are attributable to cost
differences and those which &re attributable simply to differences in local
preferences, toward~either extravagance or parsimony.: As a‘rule, states
have considered two types of cost differénces acceptable for compensating
aid, costs attributable to differences among students.and those attributable
to differences among districts or-institutions. T
v ) . . L -
_ - (1) Student Characteristics. Some students, such as the-handicapped,
require speciat and costly services.. Districts with higher thanwaverage .
proportions 6f handicapped studefits have higher than 3verage costs, other
things equa®&¥The argument has been extended to disadvantaged, td bi-
lingual Students, and to gifted s;pdents. An unresolved issue i? the ex-
tent to which student preferences should be recognized as-establishing dif-

. ferences 'in necéssary costs. If, for example, students in a given district -

seek -to enroll thémselves»in disproportionate numbers in experisive courses
-and programs (expensivg on account, say, of the requirements for specialized

teaching skills or capital equipment), should the state on that account ‘pro=
_.vide the district with an extra amount of funds, 'or should the Tocal author-

ity be held responsible either. to find the extra mongy or ratign student .
places in the ﬁg?ored programs? - e , S

N -17- SR

2
J

“

T

\




—

Al

(2) - District or College Cost Characteristics. It may require more
dollars to provide a certain amount of instruction to students in some
districts than in others. Sparsity of student population ingreases trans-
portation costs and makes realizing scale economies difficult.. Districts

- Yocated in extremely cold or extremely hot climates face higher energy
costs than do districts in temperate places. Central city districts often
, have higher costs for.'building maintenance because of the age of the struc-
% ture and because of vandalism. These cost differences so far mentioned
. e, are related primarily to the physical aspects of the local authority.

Additionally, there is increasing interest in cost or price differ-
ences related to the market power or position of districts. It costs .
some districts more money to obtain services of teachers of given compe-
tence than others. In general, older ‘industrial citfes are in 2 weaker
market position to hire teachers than middle class suburbs, teacher quality
held constant. In measuring these price differences, one must separate
the effects of local preferences toward hiring teachers of given types and
toward having large or small’ classes == policies that are within the con-
trol of at Jeast some districts -~ from conditions, such as the relative
attractiveness of the district's students to teachers, that aré beyond the
capacity of the district to change. , Only the latter conditions are appro-
priate to recognize in preparing an educational price index for a set of
local authorities. Sophisticated formulas now in use in education take -°
explicit account of all of the above differences in necessary expenditures.
Lacking a well defined production function in education, we do not yet have
the capacity to make precise estimates 6?,true differences in costs, but
we can at least make approximate estimates of the main sourceg of differen-

. tiated need. \

To recount, the first objective in drawing up a we]]-functionfhg .
set,of intergovernmental.fiscal arrangements is to recognize interdistrict
differences in necessary expenditures. The second objective is to take
proper account of differences in local fiscal capacity. This second-aim
assumes, of course, that the grantor government expects the local authority
to meet part (in some cases all) of the previously defined necessary ex-
penditures from its own taxabld sources. It is not required that things

* work this way. There are respectable arguments in education to the point
that services should be fully paid for by federal and state governmehts.
Education in Hawaii is fully funded by the state, and New Mexico, Florida,
and. Washington are states that come close to this condition. Because in-
dividual local educational authorities have lost virtually all-power to
set local tax rates and to determirié the level of expenditures per student,
it is reascnable to.say that the educational system of California is financed
fully by the” state and federal.governments. Nevertheless, local contribution

' i sti1] regarded as an important soutce of revenue in-most states. Accord-
{ngly, state ‘governmentstry to equalize local taxable.capacity by making
bigger grants, other thi equal; to local authority that are below average
in Jocal tax base per capita or:per student and by making relatively smaller
contributions to authorities that are rich in taxable resources. ‘

However; varying state and federal grants ipverse]y.witﬁ taxable
resqprces'perustudent is no guarantee that these.funds are properly dis-




’ ¢

. “ . .
’ . ° ;
. M . ~ L
- - .
. . R
<0 N . R
hd o

e, *

- tributed. .Local taxes are_levied mainly on real property, and at first
. blush, this seems. a . sufficient measure of local “taxable resources. How-
v ever, this measure ignores the possible gignificance of #nterdistrict
Coe ’ differences in average household income or, alternatively, the. proportion
of families in' thexdistrict below poverty level.of income. Take two dis-
= tricts, A and B, and let_them both have equally high assesséd valuation per
' student. Let A be population by upper income people and let B be inhabited
by lqwer income. By the‘fact that valuations are equal per student, we
can logically assume that B has a .substanttal amount of industrial or
commercial property, i.e., non-residential property per student. B can
* “export" part of its local tax burden and the tax payment p2r-hou§ého1d in
B may be rather low. Yet, the local tax borne by.1ocal families may be-
greater as a proportion of househoTd income ih.B than in A. s .

‘ 'States have responded-to this problem in®two main ways. The more

. precise adjustment is to offer income-specific property tax relief to low
income families. -The second is to adjust the actual assessed taxable
values in the'districts by an index based.on district average household in-
come figufes. -In the example dbove, district would have its total assessed’
valuation adjusted downward and A's would be raised. This action would
serve to increase the entitlement of B to state aid.and to reduce that of A.

A second problem in the measurement of local fiscal resources is sum-

marized by the phrase, "municipal overburden.” Other local services, "such

as fire, police; streets, libraries, health, and (sometimes) welfare are ,

paid for from the same local tax base as is education. In central cities,’
Dt expenditures per capita for these non-school services may be so high that

there is little effective.taxing powér left once these requirements are met.

Since protective services, at least, have absolute priority over education,

the schools of central cities may be inadequately funded even though the

tax base.per student appears to be reasonably high. To an increasing degree,

state Jovernments are introducing a correction to their aid formulas to deal

with the problem of puﬁicipa1 overburden. . .

With these considerations in mind, what ‘types of grant-in-aid formulas
have states employed? There are five general models:

ﬁ) Flat Grants - = \\

\

Flat grants provide equal distributions per capita or per student.
Because flat grants recognize neither differences in necessary expendi tures
nor. differences in locally taxable resources, they are seldom used at .
present, and are explicitly forbidden for use in.vocational education.
Only for $mall programs irff which student need is not thought to be different
from one district to another havF they a place.

. \ ] 1 ’ -

2) Fixed-Unit Equalizing Grants < \ " . N
' o

In educational circles, this arrangement ‘s known as the foundation - ‘e

program plan, but the more neutral label is to be preferred. Under

. : - T
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" this sysfém, the state guarantees a $pecified amount of funds per student,

provided the ‘district levies a minimum Jocal tax. If the minimum local tax
fails to raise the guaranteed amount per student, the stat® supplies- the
difference. For ekample, the state might guarantee $1,500 per student to

all districts levying a local property tax of at least-ohe percent of market -
value. A district’with assessed value per student of $60,000 would raise

only $600 from local sources; therefore, the state would supply an additional .
$900 per student. If the district chose to levy a higher rate, say 2 percent,

. it would still recejve $900 from the state but would be able to spend an

€

- versa. ‘ . ~
\ -

additional $600, or a total of $2,100 per student.

" The _general formula for Fixed-Unit Equa]fzing Grants is_tﬁe following:

4

Niu '.r Yi p

.state grant to the ith district
student count in ith district

state's guaranteéd level of expenditure per studént toward
meeting the costs of the given sgrvﬁce )

Assessed Vajue in the ith'district

r = Computatiopal tax rate

3
-

Thus, the first product on the right hand side stands for an estimate
of necessary expenditures in the given district-and the second product is
an estimate of a fair. local contribution. If r is set sufficiently low,
then all districts can provide their students with the given service at no
higher local tax rate than that required of the richest local authority. It
is now- common practice’to adjust the value of u by the characteristicsiof
students in a particular district and to adjust Ai by a cost of education

index.

3) _State-local Sharing Formulas (Reimbursement. Rafe) .

T

o ~ 4

5 ’ -

With this type of formula, the state pledges to reimburse a certain
percentage of expenditures determined by, the local budget. The percentage.,
or ratio of state to:1dcal expenditures, varies depending on the relative
financial ability of local districts. The percentage is relatively high in
Tow wealth districts and relatively low in high wealth. In its pure form,
the formula produces _this result: any two districts that have the same
expenditure’ per student also.have the same local sthool tax rate--and vice.

-

The general form of the formuTa is:

! o
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where * R
1

A, = state grant to the ith district

N - w - : -~
X =. arbitrary constant, O<xs1, representing approximately the -
P statewide local share of the costs of the given service .
' Yy = assessed value per studef® in the ith district .
& .
- i Llvs .
y = state-wide average assessed value per studente—
\
E; = total budget or total state-local budget in the -<ith
district : I ,
. . . \\ '

. ) . / AN
There are many variations of the basic formula. - Some modi&ications are
adopted to stimulate low spending districts and to curb the extravagance of
high spending. Other modifications eliminate- high wealth distrfh{s from
receiving any state aid at all; but when this® is done, the result\of equal
expenditure-equal tax rate is not forthcoming. At first glance, this may
seem paradoxical, but only until it is realjzed th%t Ai can take op negative
values. In other words, this formula may dictate that high wea]thgdistricts
turn over part of their local tax receipts to:. the state for redistribution
to low wealth places. This is called recapture.

Differences in relative costs per student cah be taken|into account by
directing separate sharing formulas toward programs that sefve different
categories of students. Alternatively, they can be recogni ed by assigning
extra values or weighs to high cost students’ and using a weighted tudent
count to compute y,. As before, differences in the educatiohal price index
can be dealt with Ey simply using the index to adjust A,. .

4) Levelling Up Formulas . -
Levelling up formulas proceed sequentially. State money first.
- directed to the poorest district, then when the poorest distric Jdg ds "rich"”
as the second poorest, these two districts receive state money to.bring them
up to the level of the third poorest, and so’ori. The process stops when the
state reaches ‘some target, such as seeing to “it that no district is poorer than
the average district of the state, or when the state money runs out. Although.
New Hampshire distributes very 1ittle state aid for education, the money it
does pay out is distributed in this fashion. - . L
1 ! ) s i - ’ -l L]
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"how these modelsare employed in vocational education.

-

Sf Weighted Population Formulas

This apﬁroach adop%s'some variation in the gereral model:

A = WADA, - A -»
. ENKDAi
; Ot “c v .
where -’NADA1 = xADAj + yADA, + ZADA, , ‘ -
Ay = Stateaid fo the ith district, ' (
o HADAi "= ' Weichted Average Daily Attendance in the ith
district,
"A- = Total state funds available for distribution, and

X,y, and j are weights for different types of students i; ks and A . Thus,

for example, ADA, might represent ADA for handicapped students who are given

a weight of 2.0,9ADA, might represent ADA for disadvantaged studénts given

a weight of 1.5 and KDAX might represent ADA for all other Students weighted
at 1.0. There is no iimit to the number of student classifications that can be
employed in thé procedure. The primary policy decision is the weight to be
accorced each classification. The formula is administrativély convenient, °
simple to operate and easily applied to any amoun of available money with

no changes required in the formula if funding fluctbates.

~ There are numercus variations on each of these five formulas and each
of the five types can be combined- with one or, mre of the. others. The actual
$pecification can become quite complex, as wiTl become apparent whgn‘we see

!

B. Characteristics of Formulas Used to Distribute Vogcational
Education Funds ~ :

The remainder. of this section examines the common features in
procedures used by each state to distribute federal funds for vocational’
education. No iwo formulas we have réviewed are exactly identical; hqwever,
some share one or more charactéristics.- Thus, this section develops several
taxonomies that enable, one to speak generally about funds distribution. The
specific procedures adopted by each state afe oug%iqu in Section T1I..

. For thE most part, our énalysis is based on procedures proposed,for
FY 1979.. We use the word “proposed" to recognize that “state authorities
may have made within-year changes in its formula, possibly in response

" to copments from BOAE and that we may not have caught all of these changes.

Hence, we cannot be absolutely certain that the formula ‘we describe is
the one employed by the given state in the given year. In a few stdtes,
either no formula was used in FY 1979 or procedures ‘were sO ambiguous i)

"that analysis was impossible. In these instances, procedures for

FY 1980 were examined. For all fifty states, we reviewed Five Yéar Plans,
Annual Plans, and any other do€uments describing distribution procedures-
Additionally, in eighteen states, we followed up these document reviews with
telephone calls to state officials for clarification and additional information.
These eighteen states were the following: .

A
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Alabama y Massachusetts . Pennsylvania’

California‘ . Minnesota._ South Carolina T
" Colorado . New Hampshire South Dakota
Florida " . New York Texas : “\
.t Ninois - 7 North Carolina Utah
‘ ’ Kansas - Oklahoma . Washington '
. 3 ‘ .
C - ) Our'ana]ysis concentrates on three basic steps of formula design:
, 1) data selection, 2) traﬁsformation~o$ data into standardized scores,
4 and 3) transformation of point scores into«dollar alTocations or reimbursement
. *. ‘rates. In the first step, the state determines which ¢ racteristics of the

.eTigible recipients (i.e. school districts, community cojileges, vocational-
- .technical’ schools, etc.) will be uséd in the formula to determine relative
levels of need. The number of students who come from lowsincome families,
the rate of unemployment, and the assessed value of property in the area
" sefved by the eligible recipient are examples of some' of the characteristics-
that a state may choose to employ. , : , ~
o In the second step, the raw data that were selected in Step ] are converted
to standardized scores in order to make them more usable in a formula. This
- is dore because the widely divergent orders of magnitude of the raw data
distort their relativigéevels of importance. For example, the average number-
of students from low-féfome families in a school district may be 10 times the
size of the average rate of unemployment in a school district, (say, 100
- . students from low-income families vs. a 10% unemployment rate); but this
_does not meah that the number of students from low-income families should
-count 10 times as heavily as the unemployment rate in'determining an eligible
" recipient's level of need for funding. Therefore, it.is necessary to convert
all characteristic measurements to a uniform point scale. For example, each
eligible recipient might receive a score of between ] and ]O points based on
its unemployment rate and a score.of between 1 and 10 points based on its
number of stgdents from low-income families.

]f Data Selection .

Although the 1976 Amendments specify a number of criteria that are to
_influence the distribution of funds, the legislation does not describe what
measures states are to use td implement these criteria. Regulations, provide
some directions; for example, states are instructed to use ,wealth per capita
to measure relative financial ability. For the most part, however, states have
enjoyed wide latitude in defining the variables they employ in distribution
, formulas. The Variable List at the beginning of Section IV defines several
dozen measures often found in formulas. The descriptidns of indiyidual
state's procedures include 2 number of additional measures that, in their
‘details, are unique to the particular state under discussion. .
. . The wide variety of meagures employed makes taxonomy of varjabTes rather
uninformative’ - Rather, we have sought to determine what factors are included
N ~in each state's distribution formula. In some cases,.a state may use only
one variable to measure a particular factor; in other cases, 2 state My use
~ - several variables:to build a composite score that is entered into the formula,
‘ T ) <. : -

<
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Table I1- " oo \
Criteria Proposed in Formulas Distr‘lbutions ¢ O \
Section 120 Finds to Eligible .°° ' T
_ Recipients FY 1979 . o \
[ ] ( ~ . » \\
.: > , \
Assessed” Adsessed - Local ‘
Value Value Per Tax . Income Employ. New Cost = Depressed \
Per Capita ADA  ° Effort Fadtor Factor ° Programs Factor Area "
. - ’ K\ . .‘
Alabama ‘. . X X X X X
Alaska - . \ \\X ‘X(é’ . :
L~ - i
Arkansas \ X\ X \\
Arizona - X X .X \& X
. ’ '\ \ ) - -
California . X L X NX \
Colorado . ] X X X ) X* X.
w . 7
¥ Connecticut X \ X X \ -
- » \
Delaware X ‘ : \ : X
" Florida X ) x X N
{ .orgia | - L S 1 N N
Hawaii .. |+ . SINGLE DISTRICT ' ‘
Idaho = < - X X x 0
IMinois X ’ X X
Indiana X - X X X* X .
' Iowa ’ X_. . X N _
Kansas . . | . X X X X s
- Kentucky : . . X .1 X X X
Louisiana~ ‘ X, X . —1 :
Maine .|’ X \ X |
B . (™ -
Marylanﬁ X X
Massachusetts X -X . X
. Michigan - CX 1 . X | X
"minnesota X | g X X ] X
v ‘ 5 . . ‘ ‘\ -
B M":ﬁfSS"ppi ) A ' X N { , X X




. ’ ) . ) \k .

Assessed - Assessed Local " -

e " Value _Value Per Tax- ‘Income Employ. " New . Cost Depressed
" Per Capita ADA K Effort Factor _Factor Programs , Factor  Area
Y . w
. \ A ) - ’ In
. i = ~»
Missouri’ ' ,“ X X X
Montana . S X ' X .
. . K \ |
Nebraska X , ‘ X X °© X
- Nevada X | . X | ) ' ‘ "
New. Hampshire . X X .
(] l Y
New Jersey ' - X X / ‘
New Mexico : : - X -
New York ° X ‘ X 1 X > *
North Carolina|l . X X i X X .o k - X
North Dakota . X . X ~ X X
N . N . - J ®
Ohio S - X , X X
*uklahoma. - ' X X X X X -
Oregon ' X . X X
Pennsylvania X - X X X
PR ) Y . ' .
Rhode Island X ; X X . . X 3
South Carolina X X X X ‘ )
South Dakota - X X X _
Tennessee | . X X X
Texas . X | -
Utah . ) . X )
' Vermont ’ X - X X -
 Virginia : ' X X__ : - - X _ )
Washington X a3 X X X_. X
, "est Virginia . X- X
Wisconsin |- : X 1 X X ; X X
\ Wuaming - X 4 % X, - X
O ) < -
TOTALS -8 34 8 47 29, 7 13 8




< wealth per capita or per capita local tax revenue as,a percentage of local per” . .

or it may enter keveral measures of general criterion’directly into the formula.
For example, one\state may measure concentration of low=income families with
a single measure \pf the number of families below the poverty level in-each o
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. LEA; another state might employ three low-income measures -- 3 count of familie$ :

below poverty, a gount of children receiving AFDC, and a.count of children:
eligible for free %choq] lunches. yVan

. f
) JHable 11-1 su

sutmarizes the types of factors each state uses in its distri-
bution formula. The reader.may ‘refer to the descriptions of each state's )

_procedureswin Sectipn IIT to determine how each state actually measures -

a particular factor|. We have considered a state to employ a particular’
factor -only where wd are able to determipe that it explicitly included the
factor ip its distribution procedures. In some instances, the descriptions

.of these procedures-were too vague to discern whether a particular criterion

was actually employed. ' . .

" - The first thJ‘ee lumns of Table II-1 identify three types of measures g
typically used as relative financial ability faetgrs. VEA Regulations specify
that states may measure relative financial ability using either local property

capita income. As was noted in Section I, many states are unable to determine
the resident populations of local school districts. Hence, they have '

. substituted property wealth per student as a measure of relative financial .

ability. Most states employing a wealth per student measure usé average.
daily attendance (ADA) in the. denominator, but.some use average daily

_'membership (ADM}, and some use enrollment -(E). In FY 1979, 34 states used

wealth per student as a medsure of relativer financial ability; eight used
wealth per capita;_ and eight used local tax effort (of which six also used .
either wealth per€capita or per student). In two states that used wealth
measures, we were unable to determine which of the two measures--per capita
or H student--was employed. As best we could determine, four states ysed

&

fo measure of relative financial ability\at all.
R . . b3

Only three-states did not propose some sort of income factor, a1though.

 the actual measures.varied widely. Similarly, 29 states used avariety of

" A few employ more sophisticated measures of relative costs by program or type"

measures as an employment factor including.local unemployment rates, labor
markedt projections, youth unemployment rates, and drop-out rates.

Perhaps reflecting the difficulty of quantifying a sensible Mnew program®
factor, only seven states included this criterion in their distribution ‘
procedures. . Moréover, among‘those claiming to use this factor, definitions ..
were ofteff vague, as were explanations of how the measure actually affected
distributions of funds. o - : . Al

Thirteen states 1?‘1¢orp§rated some measure of relative costs. For some .
states, this is simply a medsure of differences in expenditures per student.

of, student served.

JFinally, eight states p 'posed‘a separate factor designatingzpome eligible

.recipients as' located in an € onomically depressed area. In every instance,

these statés also.included other income and employmeni factors. As best we

could determine, only three states did not use at least .one measure related

tp designating an eligible recipient as located in an economically depressed
area. T ' . '
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As has been noted previously, there s usually more than one way to’
measure any, of these factors, and_;ﬁe number of options available to states’
raises a p&entially serious problem. /Mhere more than one measure is. |
N available, the choice of one measure over anotﬁ%n is likely to favor a particular
T population or type of eligible recipfent. For example, as a measure of relative
financial ability, assessed -value per student-may have the effect of making

. - inner-city schools look less needy than {f assessed value per capita is used.
« In this case, the choice of the one method over the other impTicitly carries

: “with it a preference for helping-schools outside large urban districts. ’

R A similar problem exists with two possible methods®of counting the =~ - ”*‘
number of. students an eligible recipient serves. One measure, called FTE. ‘
enrollment, is a count of the number of full-time equivalent students who are .

« officiallycenrolled with a particular eligible recipient. Average Daily K

" Attendance, or ADA, on the other hand, iﬁ a measure of average number of .
students who actually attend each day. An eligible recipient's-ADA will,

-, of course, be lower than its FTE enrollment if there-is any absenteeism at all,
and' the more absent€eism a school has, the lower its ADA will be. It is often -
said that inner-city $thools have.a higher rate of absenteeism than subyrban
'schools, meaning-that inner-city schools would tend to look less ne f .

ADA is used in the denominator of measure of relative fimancial ability if
FTE enroliment is used instead. . ‘ .-

. 2 ) .- 1 .

" 1f School S, a suburban school, has the same FTE enroliment as does -
School I, an inner-city school, and if School S also has a lower rate of: . ,
.absenteeism than does School I, then School S will have a higher ADA than
School 1. If the distribution of fund$ is_based partly upon each school's
number of students as reflected by its ADA, then School S with its high ADA
will receive more money than Sghool I, other things being equal. That is,

.-~ even though both schools have the same FTE enrollment, the suburban school

will receive more dollars per FTE enrolled student than the inner-city school -
if ADAis used to measure Level.of Need. Selecting ADA.as a measure of Level
of Need is then a way to favor suburban schools over inner-city schools. . N

Where-there are two or more possible methods of measuring a parfticular

. factor jncluded in the formulas where each of these methods will tend to favor

. different groups of eligible recipients, and where: it..can be shown that any nk
one of these methods is-objectively proper, the choice’of a particular method -
over the others implicitly carries with it an intention to favor one group of -
eligible recipients over others. We emphasize this point because it shows. the *
ohjectivity of a formula as a method of distributing funds can sometimes be
illusory, A formula may appear objective because it seems to eliminate the .
possibility of arbitrary funding decisions on the part of state officials, but
several subjectiye and often arbitrary decisions (such~as whether to use ADA or
FTE enrollments) are almost always part of formula construction:— - e

. Thus, ‘the specificity with which states explain the methods that they".
use to measure general characteristics takes oh great importance. This has -
been especially evident in analyzing states that purport to measure program
quality in their formulas. If a stage is not explicit about the precise
' manner in which it measure program quality, thien there {5 no.way of knowing -

whether its decisions about program qualitk-are arbifrary or biased. -~ Where

a state is extremely vﬁbug about the way im which measures particular

- formula factor, we will-sdy that it is using Malleable Data. The term

e Y
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"malleable” {is used to suggest-that.we have no way of knowing that the

state does not adjust or mold its data set in order to achieve a particular
distributiond] result. - T ,

2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO STANDARDIZED SCORES

States transfor raw data into two types of standardized scores, non- -
conginuous and continuous variables. Table I1-2 summarizes approaches of
each state. ’

-
2

a. Non-Continuous Variables. Twenty-niné states employed non-con;indaus \
variables jin their distribution procedures. To calculate non-continuous
variables, states typically followed one of six methods. Data are converted to

. whole number point stores only (as opposed to allowing the use of fractions).

(1) UNSPECIFIED METHOD L

Here, the state converts all measures-to a scale of, say, 10 points,
but will not;%ay how it does this. It may be that a well defined mathematical
procedure is“followed, but it is also possible that someone arbitrarily N
decides what point score to assign to each eligible recipient. In 10.states,
we found no explanations of how these transformations are made. \ .

(2) NON-PROCEDURAL POINT SCALE METHOD \ ' -

- #ithin this method, point scores are read from tables such as the
following, but the procedure by which he scale was developed is not’
explained. For examplgsy to convert a measure of the percentage of families
below poverty level to a five-point scale, a state might use the following
table: . e . .

Percent of Families
. = Below Poverty Level Point Score

2 - 5.9 ’
6 - 9.9

10 - 14.9

15 - 19.9

20 or more

— PN W N

State plans~offer no rationale for this particular method of transformation.
When state officials are queried, they Tonger remember the origins ‘of the
table. We found non-procedural poindscgfes in use in 12 states.

(3) ~ PROCEDURAL POINT SCALE METHOD ] L

This is best explained through an example. A state wishes to convert

.§ts measurements to 10-point scales, and one of these measurements is____
_ unemployment. The highest rate of unemployment observed for any-eligible

recipient is 15% and the lowest rate is 5%. .The following calculabion.is
performed to determine the size of the steps in the scale: §

T . \ .. .
M: ]%7 po.']nt “ \ ¢
10 points 3 o

-,

L ]
.
.. 3"' ' . o,
-,
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TABLE 11-2 i L '
* N .-\ ’ &
METHODS OF DATA TRANSFORMATION " o -
‘ STATE SUMMARY . .
““The following table indicates the type of data transformation method or methods that each b
State uses to accomplish Step 2.. Some States use a data transformation method that is similar
but not identical to one of the methods outlined in Section 11{8)(2) of. this report. For .
‘ these States, we have marked the box for that data transformation method, that is similar to the
J — .one actually used. ' T , '
States which use more than one data transformation method have more than.one box marked.
hnd . . - - '@
‘ o ! . Ty -
\ ~ NON-CONTINUOUS \\\\\ CONTINUOUS
- ~‘§ ‘\\ o " Eu v S &
— — 2 0" o ioE| £%=
’ ? E z \ "5 “5 TR =) 1>~loo L
3 o 50| o kT \ 2le |3 |E £ol82 95
' @ |O— jr—r— ' n ]e c o < ~ e © o 2 e- N
- Qoo €l 5 (o} o> |- re c Lot ol oW E o
w Vot o v (po|og v |- o |o o ool O
- lonnl|dn] o | ~ L--—z:\u OE|+® £ |Oow E oc|5>a3
(3] | o c e o c - - [l o Z e 42
] ocjoaw o] o~ » lowm]e Bl o~ |lo®|lovjoO]|0]0O D U
R AR AN EH B R B
c lcoi{Lto]| ~ 3 o ug\ ) & ‘0 tgjom|om|daeloniom PS5 as
S |=ogjao | & o nwojo§ \\\\\“n‘.- axs > |nn>joER|ZD |00 la>r-0
| Alabama T x &\\\ X X .
Ajaska ' X \\\\\\\\ J
- " \ \‘ .
Arkansas B ’ N \\\\\\
. Arizona . - ) N - X
- \Y
California. S - k \ X
- , : — N
Colorado - . X0 ’ \\\\\§ . (\ -
, Connecticut \\\ X - \ X
¢ , \\ = +- ’
. . , ,
1 30 Table continued on next page 37
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C( The ¥ollowing scale results: . -

3

Unemployment Rate . —Peint Score

15% 1
. 14% .
T, o 13%
12%
! 11%
" 10%
9%
. 8%
\ 7%
6%
. 5%

[

LA

O—NWHBNANOWOWC
+

Although this is an improvement over the first two. methods, it is
severely distorted by extreme values. 'For example, suppose that in the above, -
only one district had an'unemployment rate of 15 percent and that all dthers
had rates of 10 percent or-less. Half the scale.would then be determined by
the value existing for one district. We found seven states using procedural
point scales. \\//f . . ’

(4) RANKING METHOD

-

-

~ Using this procedure, one state ‘ranked eligible recipients from highest
to lowest on some raw score. For example, if there are 100 eligible recipients 7
in the state, the district with the highest percentage of . Tow ipcome families'
(either as;a percentage of the district or a percentage of the state total) }
receives a\score of 100; the district with the lowest percentage receives a score
of 1. The)primary defect of this method is that if the actual rank+-i.e., 100,
76, 44, 3, etc.--is used in a formula, it bears no relation to. the raw data.”

. | Thus, in ouy example just cited, the highest ranked recipient receives a-score

) 100 times the lowest, although the actual value Of the recipients raw score
' "might be only twice the lowest, or any other ratio. Ranking is a sensible
- — method only for establishing cut-off points or for levelling up. Employing a .
. ranking'as an operational value is inappropriate and mathematical nonsense.

.

(5) QUARTILE METHOD R .

_One. state used this variant-of the ranking method. Recipients are first”
ranked from highest to lowest and then dfivided into quartiles (or some other
v subdivision--quintiles, deciles, etc.). Recipients in the highest quartile,
. are all given scores of 8%, recipients in the lowest-scores of 1. This
) ' procedure suffers from.the same defects.as.the more general ranking method.
’ s+ - Additienally, it ignores possibly-important differences among recip\ents in
+ " dach quartiles .o ] -

) (6) STANDARD -DEVIATION METHOD .

- o N .To assign points based on d{stricts'.nuhbers‘of Tow income families, this
- *methéd finds_the Meari number of Tow income families per district (M) and the

, ,standard deviation of this figure (SD).- Points are then assigned by the
*. following scale® .. - - . ' ' ‘

N - \‘l A N . v - s :’ N ' . P * . : >
ale o tas e T
sl . .- . .' 7 ‘ . ’ - ' - ’




7 No. of Low Income Families Point Score .
to (M + 5SD) 18 -

g to (M + 4503
ZSDg to (M + 3SD

-’

to (M + 2sSD)
to (M + SD) ,
to (M)

to (M - SDg '
to (M - 2SD
4SD§ to (M - 3SD)
5SD) to (M.- 4SD)

I I I
w
7
o
— N W RUo
~
°

a

) Deceptively precise, this method: depends critically on the distribution of - ,
~ values around the mean and the retationship of the point score to the standard
\ deviation. Thus, if the raw scores are normally distributed, approximately .
-two-thirds of all recipients’will have scores between 5 and 6 in the table
iilustrated above; fewer than 4 out of 100 would be 1ikely to have scores of

~ v

more than 7 or less than 4. Twq states employed-this approach. :

e None of these non-continuous methods constitutes an appropriate approach
to transforming raw data, In addition to the defects already mentioned, all .
&, =~ . suffer from a common” shortcoming. " With non-continuous méthods, a small change .
in a characteristic of an gligible recipient gahn sorfetimes-mean.a ghange of ~
one whole point in its.scogi, while :;other times-a relatively large change in
that characterissic will yield %o change in the score and, therefore, ho change
in funding level. This practice lacks precision and tan produce arbitrary
) results. The following example illustratés thisspcint. ¢ = .- . .
L . »
s .. ’ T ’ . > 7 e ?v& ‘g TV

¢ N

Table 11-3 . 4 . 7 )
. Percent of Families (; b I AN
~ Below Poverty Level Point Score PO
€ . ¥ s, e el s
200 - 509 5 ’ é’
! 600 - 9-9 Ce 48. » 4 S
]000 - ]409 3 . )
. 15.0 - 19.9° 2 ¥
20.0 or more. A D )

3
7 “

According to Table II-3, if 5.9% of eligtble recipieﬁi A's families,

and G.g% of eligible recipient B's families, and 6 eligible recipient
C's families are below poverty level, then A, B, a C receive 5, 4, and 4
point?.respectively. A difference of 0.1% between A\apd B gives A one whole.
extra point, a result that is 1ikely to have a notic Te effect on their:
. -re1:;ive allocations of funds. On the other hands the same 0.1% difference

between B and C will not have the effect.of giving B a funding advantage over *

C. This is arbitrary. If one tase, a difference in the conceftration of low

. income families will have’dn effect on relative funding levels, and-.in another -

L . .case, theisame difference will have no effect whatsoe3€§. -

C a7 .
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. families in the state.

‘ A}
This type of method creates the possibility that a state can manipulate

the table to favor certaih eligible recipients over others. For example,

_ suppose that B and C are eligible  recipients which have characteristics which.

are basicaMy very similar except for a slight difference in their concen-

. tratiofis of low income families (0.1%) as indicated above. Now, if B is

favored over C for political reasons, the state may wish to increase B's
allocation without increasing C's. This could be done with a slight adjustment
of the table  so that instead of 5.9% being the cutoff, now eligible recipients
with low income family concentrations of up to 6.0% would receive 5 points.

This adjustment is just sufficient to give B an extra point with
one to C. This type of manipulation is possible whenever a stat

out giving
e uses—-the

Non-Procedural Point Scale Method.

=

v

Because non-continuous methods contain several technical defects and '
because they are easily subject to manipulation, we conclude that such .
methods are inappropriate for transforming data that influence .the distri-
bution of funds.

‘

b. Continuous Met As summarized in Table II-2, f;inty-one states .
employ one or more of fourhcontinuous methods of data transformation.

t s

- (1) PROPORTION OF, TOTAL METHOD

The simplest of the four continuous approaches,. this method expresses
each variable as a percentage. The critical issue is the definition of the
denominator. For example, if the variable‘being transformed is the number of
low-income families, this'may be expressed either as a percentage of all
famiTies in the district or as a percentage of the total number of Tow-income
The first calculation measures relative -concentration
within districts, while the second_measures relative concentration within ‘the
state. As was noted above in Section 1.B.4, BOAE §enerally prefers the first

approach, despite its tendency to direct reso
bypass large numbers of target populations.

urces to small districts and to
Fourteen statps use this method.

(2) PROPORTION OF MAXIMUM VALUE METHOD
A

. fhis method expresses each recip{ent[s value as a percentag
highest value for all recipients. For exdmple,

Low income _ No. of low income families in distfﬁctd/

>

e of the,

.

séored

(4)

Highest no. of lTow income families

observed in any district

The method is-equivalent to using the proportion o
when the state total is used ip the denominator.
equivalent to assigning the highest score in the p

f total method above,
Mathematically, it is .
ercentage of state total
For example,

*

method a value of .1.0 and adjusting other values ‘accordingly.

L4

-
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Proportion of Proportion of,

. Raw.Data - - Maximum Value State Total
A 2,000 g4~ 2.0 . 40%
ﬁ B 1,000 5 08y
t c 500 . .25 s 10% ;
. D 00 .0 TR
. E © 1,500 g5 0% . .
T g0 v . 5 " 18% ‘ '
5,000 - .

- THe relative values are unghanged. Recipient A's score is twice B's and four
times C's-regardless of which method is used. Two states employ this method.

" (3) RATIO TO AVERAGE VALUE METHOD ) )

oach computed agrecipient's score as
the average value for the state. '

-

The eleven states using this appr
the ratio of "the recipient's value to
Fer example, o

_N
: ow

A _ {a) Points assgned to k ,
eligible recipient d _ % of d's families that are low income (5)

N based 6n number of 7 of state's families that.are low
T T Jow income families income (i.e., average %) -

«
.

or

2

- ‘

(b) Points assigned‘to" state averaée assessed value of property

-" eligible recipient d _ per capita , (6)
based on qssessed assessed value of property per gapita in
“value of property district d ‘ L LT

.

- Both of the above examples qge constructed so that the number of points
_ assigned to an eligible recipientdvaries directly with need (i.e., the greater
~the need, the greater the number of points assigped). Since’a high concen-
tration of low income families is indicative of high need, Example (a) is con-:
structed to assign points in direct proportion to,thatfffgure by placing#it in
the numerator. Since a high assessed value of property per capita indicate’low
need, Example {b) is constructed to assign points in inverse proportion to that
figure by placing it in the denominator. In employing the~Ratio to Average
Value Method for a particular measure, one chooses the structure of either .
Example (a) or Example (b) depending on whether sthe value of that measure,varies
directly or inversely with need. Also note that where the score is a ratio of

-

-




o~

percéntages, it is equivalent to the proportion of state total and L0
proportion of maximum value methods. '

Py A LNy

(4) STANDARDIZED VALUE METHOD &

Three states used a method that creates a stanég;aized vaﬁiableiyith a
mean k and a st#ndard deviation of 1, as illustrated in the following example:

L

. .

Points assigned to 4  no. of low income families _ M s
i district d based on _ in district d ’ +\k
R * no. of low incomé SD { ‘ .\ S
famtlies _ ~ : .

The congtant k is set such that k exceeds the value of the smallest obser-
‘vation mipus the mean, the result divided.by the standard deviation. This
insures that no score will equal zero. Because of the need to employ a
constant, this method is difficult to use for standardizing variables that
have widely varying distributions; k will be larger for variables with very
small or negative values. ~

7 T

" A11 four continuous methods of data transformation avoid the major defects
of non-continuous methods, and any single method will produce standardized,
measures of several variables. However, caution must be exercised not to mix
methods for different variables that will be used in the.same equation, o

3. TRANSFORMING STANDARDIZED SCORES INTO bOLLAR ALLOCATIONS OR
REIMBURSEMENT RATES : > . :

States emp]&& three general methods for converting the scores computed

in step two above ifto dollar allocatians or-rates of reimbursement: 1) a

tabular method, 2) a reimbursement rate equation, and 3) a weighted points

method. Table II-4 summarizes the distribution of these three approaches

among the fifty states. In reviewing these three approachés to distributing

funds, it is useful to keep in mind the two basic purposes of an explicit
- allocation procedure:- 1) to treat eligible recipients similarly insofar .

as their needs are similar, and 2) to ‘treat them in a way that is appropriately

different insofar as their heeds differ. Assuming a formula employs ore of

the continuous methods of data transformation on factors defining needs,’
. the first purpose will be fulfilled.* That is, the formula will treat

§imi1ar1y eligible recipients whose needs are similar. Hopever, there -
"1s no reason to believe that .formulas employing thes& meth®ds will succeed. . -

in fulfilling the second purpose of treating eligible recipients whose needs

are different in a way that is appropriately- different.  The formula itself

cannot determine how many more dollars are néeded by a more needy recipient in I
. order to provide a vocational education program that is.as effective as one ‘

provided by a less needy recipient. These parameters must’bg set qyf%ide 7

thg formula, and it is often difficult, to determine how these decisions were )
made. X X . .

51V
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"TABLE 1I-4

METHODS OF FUNDS DISTRIBUTION
: STATE SUMMARY- .Y

The following table indicates the type of method or me thods
. that each State uses in Step 3 to transform point scores into
. dollar allocationgor reimbursement rates. .Some States use a .
method that is sifilar, but not identical, to.one of the methods

* outlined in.Section 11(B)(3) of this report,

-

‘
o -
g P T .
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- £ | - W = »n
[ -4 -] - (<3 ~] e -
e o Q Q
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D b -} -
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— 0O L (=] & o S [T} .0
- 35—~ E VL [~ 1% —~ OE —E b O
O W | 4 e v = RE*E @
m% Q o Q Q - O e O own
- - E2E | Fx | O |Pw z=>
Alabama X X .
Alaska, 7 X
Arkansas X
&
Arizona .
california J1ox .
Colorado x 1°¢
Connecticut - X
. l e
Delaware’ 1/;*‘— X .
Florida / . - v X
’.0 . u -~
Georgia X
Hawaid
I1daho X N
‘I11inois X
) ’ - -
Y ¢ {‘ 1'~ N ¢ e . . ‘?
) ., ' Tablé continued. on next page-
b . v
‘ 51~ 1-: ‘;
. «39+" .

<




" ) . -
o ‘ r S -
l( T TABLE 1I-4 (cont'd.)
Y & ’. i L]
‘- . * -
0 . . R 4
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Indiana ; X
fowa x ; '
Kansas . x
" Kentucky ) X 3
] Louisiana , x .
’ - Maine X
g ' 'ﬁaifﬂand o X
) Massachusetts. x| ox .
MiChigan . x v 3
\\/ Minnesota ' X
| Mississippi = S S - .
: Missouri . X “ .
’ R EY “ = >
. . Montana X .
] ‘ ANebraska - q x . |
Nevada i 3
3
- New Hampshire B x .
N .o New Jersey . X .
) <
EE New Mexico ~ X
o - =  Table contjnued on next page
. ~\ [ arev) .
r' ) - L‘l ‘ - v . .
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TABLf 11- 4 (cont'd.)

-~
o -

v
-

ed

Type of

’

Reimbursement
He!ghtebAPoints
.Method

Other

Unclear Whether
a Formula is Used

. y Rate Equation

Formqla,Us
—p—

Method

)

®
New York

Ko

-

North Carolina

North Dakofé‘

Ohio

-

Oklahoma

Oregon

. «
Pennsylvania

-Rhode Island

| South Carolina

South Dikota |

Tennessee
- *

Texas

utaf

Vermont:

erginia‘

washington

| West Virginia

ﬂisconsin X

Wyoming : X
TOTAL n. 6 21 3 2 4

t

*The State's formula distributes funds to TSrge\pIahniﬁg fegiong. each
of which contains many LEAs, The planning regions do not use a formula
in distributing funds among LEAs.
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Even when a formula gives money to a’more needy eligible recipient at -
a. higher rate than it is given to a Jess needy eligible recipient (and it is
not certain that this.will always happen), it is nnt clear that ‘the amount
of extra money it receives is commensurate with the.amount of extra money
that it neegs in order to run an effective vocational education program.

* Though such a formula does treat different]y'eligije recipients whose

needs are different, it is possible that the degree.to which this is done .
is-pot appropriate to the degree of differ%ﬁhe in their needs: -

"(1) TABULAR METHOD

5o

-

. _The most poorly “documented of all four approaches, this method.used by
eleven states (see Table 11-4) consists of a prfnted table listing the reim-
bursement rate or amount per ~student an eligible recipient may receive for
the total nurber of points computed when data are transformed using one of
the methods- described previously. Typically, no explanation of the derivation

" of the table is included in the State Plan, and telephone copversations

with various' state personnel usually did not produce much additional clari-
fication. Although a more needy rkcipient generally receives a higher reim-

_ bursement rate or dollar allocation than a less needy one, as far as we know,

this differential is set arbitrarily. It cannot be assumed that a clear
ratiomale underlies the distribution.” Therefore, we conclude that the

Tabular ‘Method is not an acceptable procedure unless it iS accompanied by a” .
clear explanation of how it was derived and of the thinking that led to

this parfticular outtome. ] B . , . . .

~
(2) REIMBURSEMENT-RATE EQUATION

*

-—

This qpproéch kag used in siy¥ states and calculates a percentage of

. the recipients' costs .that wi e reimbursed by- the-state. It is a varién;

.

of the percentage equalizing model discussed at the outset of Section I1.
For 'most vocational education’ funds, the equation assumes the general form:

~ ‘= S oK ‘ - .

~ Rd":YWAd 4"' y d +' ch » (.8-)
whére R, = the rate of réfmﬁprsehéht'fdf recipient d, «

Ad’ Bd’ and,xcd are scores earned”by recipient'd for different measures of

X need.(e.g., fiscal ability, concentration of tow-income familiesy unemp]oy7'
' ment rate), and w) ¥, and z. are constants set to weight each variable and

control the statewide average rate.of reimbursement. ‘.
- . \--"é ;‘

. The reimbursement method'sbffers fébm a’ major defect. Although a more

«

~

.needy recipient earns- a higher irate than a less needy recipient, the more

. less needy one, even if both apply the same tax e

needy recipient does not necessarily recéive more;federa] dollars than the
fort. For example, suppose -
that a poor eligible recipient is-assigned a reimbursement rate of 50% and a
wealthy eligible recipient is assigned a reimbursement rate of 25%, that their
general~and student populatiéns are exactly the same size, and that when the{

both apply the same rea§323?1e.1eve1 of. tax effort {i.e., the same mill rate),




<

5

= the poor é]igib]e recipient -is able t

i\advantage-in that jts reimbursement ra
eligible recipient, in reality,

« .

. have to be sufficiently higher than that of the wea

Y

:plishes this goal in-a particular case, it is’only

o raise $1000, and the wealthy eligible

recipient fs able to take in $6000. If the poor eligible recipient spends
its $1000, it wilT be matghed by, $1000 in federal funds. If the wealthy
eligible recipient spends ire'$6000, it will receive $2000 in federal

funds. . So here, even though the poor eligible recipient appears to have an
te §s higher than that of the wealthy

it 'is at a disadvantage. Even though it

applies the same tax effort as the wealthy eligible recipient, the poor
eligible recipient actually receives fewer dollars than'the wealthy one. .

To be equitable, the poor eligible recipient's

reimbursement rate would
1thy eligible recipient s
same local tax effort, the poor eligible recipient will
al dollars to equalize local, state, and federal dollars

If the Reimbursement Rate Equation Method accom-
by coincidence since_ this

that if they apply the
receive enough addition
for vocational education.

purpose is not built into it.

There (s an-additional problem with this approach as adopted in the: six
states using it in 1978-79. Typically, states have narrowly constrained the
range of ‘reimbursement-rates so that the poorest eligible recipient may be ~ -
reimbursed at a rate of 52 percent while the wealthiest is reimbursed at a
rate of 48 percent. The state may perforn elaborate procedures of data
collection, transformation, and manipulation to determine which rate applies
to a particular recipient; however, the range of.difféfences in rates of
remibursement is so narrow that the practical-outcome is almost equivalent to
a uniform rate for all LEAs. - Moreover, combined with the above mentioned
problem _that wea]thy-recipients-usua11y'raise more local money per student,
narrowly restricting the range of reimbursemen

more doliars per student to wealthy LEAs than to poorer onés. Therefore, we
conclude that the Reimbursement Rate Equation Method, as presently used by the
states, is not an equitable means for distributing federal funds. . :

“(3) WEIGHTED POINTS METHOD  * . ‘

'y

By far the most popular apﬁroach to distributing‘feaeral funds for
ints Method (WPM) is

vocational education, some variation of -the VWeighted Po ’
used by twenty-seven states. WPM.allocates funds based on each recipient's
total point score as a proportion of total points earned by all recipients in

the state. Thus, the gengral form is

. . . . . ‘p' ‘

s ¢ 4 - . . d
L . sd = Totg]-Federa]-FqndS X, ; 2: P. }@9)
. J ‘
.a11 eligible

? L
P .
recipients ]

at

‘aﬁﬁiére | L [ . | SN
. : . . . > ~

*

de': j=], 2, vees OF
h = total no. of eligible recipients; T

.
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., - 7 Py X Approved'Proé;am Costsé

S . * *
" « ’ ' ) - . Z (&Ai + bBi + CCi)

7

Pd = sum gf weighted points received by- d;

L

Pj-- sum of wéighted points received by J. =

“(If this noiption'is not familiar to’ the readef; it will suffice to
understand that Pd refers to the total weighted points received by d, that

:E: Pj refers to the total of all weighted points recefved by al1 eligible
. =
recipients j.) ‘ ‘

There are ;io”vériations on this-basicﬂfﬁnn:

Variation 1: . ,
- | Py X Enrqllment,
S4 = Total federa] Funds x > Tﬁj—x Enrojl'lmentjf‘ - (%) -
o - any o . :
( . pgm\. M
5 ThiS'variation;is preferalbe to ‘the”one shown in (9) 1h cases where the )

values of P do not reflect the relative sizes of the populations served.

L4
" e Y

.Variation 2: - -,
» . -

(9b)

,.) . .

Sd = Total Federal Funds X
’ J

\ , > (P, x Approved Program Costs
) LT oAy 9
v - & .
In effect, this variation makes the allocation S, dependent on some prtor
determindtion of what the-allocation should be: Approved Program Costsd;
-Unless Approved Program Costs are determined.-by a fair formula (and -
there is usually no reason to assume that they are), then 1t is doubtful <

that this variation gives State Officials a variable which they may be .free
to adjust until they get a distribution of funds that is desired for political

réasons even though it.is inequitable... Ly .
) 1 In all three equations -- 9, 9(a), and 9(b) -- P, is the result of
one of the data,transformat?on equations of the genergl‘form:
) . Py = WAy +yBy + sz ' e ((10)
where A, B, and C are scores on different measures of need,~and w, y, and z

- are ‘weights assigned to each score. : To better understand how WPM works, it
" 1s helpful to rewrite formulas 9(a) and.9(b). in the general form:

" Dgllars allocated to _ Total Funds , ahy + bBY + €

Eligible recipient = Available s (1)

all eligible
recipients

() o . ’ i -_44)‘-’-. .
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A® B*, and C* are 0
C* = 1/ By making ¢
would reach\if A*,

scale, but We are saved f

-

Dollars allocated to

_ Our analysis of WPM will’
n a scale

B*, arid C* were On 2

Given this assumption,

&
be much easier if we assumeé that the_scores
between- 0 and 1 such that DI "B
his assumption, we. reach the same conclusion that we
5 pointy 10 point, orzany'other uniform
rom performing sofie cumbersome algebra.

<

('l"l) then becomes:

* . * * *
_ Total Funds ah, + bBy+ cCy o

d

When represented in this form, 1t
ipient consists of th
t of brackets. Here an

each eligible rec
is in the first se

v
-

Eligible Recipient. Available s 3 TP+
Then we can say that: | ’ ’
. pollars allockted to _, Total Funds ~y ¢ LI Q U ,
. Eigible Recipient d - Available (why + ¥By + 2Cy) (13).
where W = =57 p ¥ ¢ . )
Yy=3¥b+ec T - o
N ¢ T S
z = a+ +C . 3 & o - B
) Notice w, y, and z are between 0 pﬁd l-and that w+y *+ 2 = 1.
. {13) can then be converted to sti11 "angther Form:
Dollars allocated to ‘ ' “ -
ars a’} = .. . Total Funds:, p* :
‘ g?igjbye Recipient W x Aszg{abgg 8 X Ad' + ] \ I
. N ’ “n f'Totgﬁ Funds _© »* -
v . *y . X B I +
‘ -y x ‘Available d . (14) .
Cur .0' IS 4
., Total Funds < C: ,

7 X Available

e.allocation to

it is clear that th 2
The first component

ree components.
ount

.
Al
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Total Fund ' | - )
- ¥ % pavailable ' - - 115) o

FC | t

S o

has been earmarked for distribution on the basis of each eligible recipient’'s =
_ value of A*, Ad {s then the proportfon of this ameunt that eligible recipient |
d will receive.” (Since we have assumed that 0 Aa 1 and that :E: Ay =1, )

all d

Similarly, an:amount

oV

‘ Total Funds ' ' -
. yq X Avaiiabie , (16)

. -

% is distributed in proportion to eligibie recipient 3 va]ues of B*, and
. Total Funds  * - : j
/ ST X pavdqlable . ‘ “7)

-

. is distributed in proportion ta e]igib]e recipient s valyes of C*.

- To make this clearer, we can say that there are actual]y three separate
distrdbutions. of three separate funds defined as follows:-
( S wtne = owox polifeds )
| . npu = - mwr Funds M et -
. "B*-fund> =y X pvsilable - .. (19)
‘ ' 1 u' ! _. Total® Funds L = ¥ ¢
T fund = ZX pvailale S (203
) ‘ This means that we have three sub—formulas, each of which allocates
P . funds to eligibie recipients
. .Allocation to eligible ) T ;
* . ‘recipient d from- the = “A" Fund x 'AY (21)
: uAn fund . B . . .. -

* Allocation to eligible | ,
g recipient d from the = "B" Fund x Bg , (22) ..
’ “B". fund °

Allocation tg eligible )
recipient d from the ~ = "C" Fund x Cf - (23)
“C" fund -




The propriety of a state’'s use of WPM then .depends on the propriety
of each of the sub-formulas, which in turn depends o0 the propriety of the
way in which the relevant score (A*, B*, or (%) is defined. Scoring
g:ocedu:es, therefore, play 2 criticat role in WPM and deserve more elaborate
scussion. : -, - )

"

a. Proper Scoring Procedures. In se1ecting.particu1ar measures for,
each formula factor (A, B,-C, etc, above), states to a great extent have
adopted whatever data happen to be readily available.” Although economical,
this practice may seriously undermine efforts to targe% funds to specific
populations and to monitor the effectiveness- of tdrgeting efforts. To
i1lustrate the problem, consider the way a number of states use an unemployment _
factor in their fprmulas. Typically, some variation of the following is = g

> {ncluded: . -

‘number of unemployed persons in e1ig%b1e recipient.d's district (24)
number of unemployed persons in.State .

U* "~
d =

v .
- - L 4

. This sgore is based on the total number of unemployed persons residing

in an eligible recipient's district without regard to whether these unemployéd

persons are_enrolled in or even g tunity to enroll in vocational
education courses. This means That two eligibie recipients with the same
number of unemgloyed persons residing in.their districts will receive the
game number of ‘dollars even if one of them offers extensive-vbcationa1

. education regra%niﬁg.prograﬁs for unemployed persons while the other offers
none, other things being equal. Using this measure provides no incentive
to recipients to actually enroll unemployed persons in vocational education.

1

e

An alternative -definition for U* would be:

k]

.

u* = number of unemployed adults who have enrolled for )
Y4 © retraining with eligible recipient d — " (25)
number of unemployed adults who have enrglled for
retraining in entire State - L e

L3

4

ually | _
retraining. Sin : e number of "these ‘
persons that they enroll, eligible recipients would have an incentive to '
seek these people.out and perhaps establish special programs to serve them. ’

A similar problem arises when states include measures of relative
financial ability that either do not reflect or are not adjusted for
differences in number of students served. Thus, in some states when the

~formula is mathematically manipulated to isolate the sub-formula for
/ ability to pay, the resu]thesemb]es the following:




O , - M .
04 . -
. . . .
t : N .
. ~o ® »
—~ . i
[
' ’ - -~ 5\

Allocation to-eligible’ ' ' .
« pecipient d from the = Ability to Pay Fund x APy
"Ability.to Pay" fund T B

) N . . . ‘ . \k . . . ‘
ap® - State Average Propert Wealth per Student , g - »

d Property E%alth per Student for Eligible - *~ .
* . Recipient d | . . . :
(K is simply a reduction factor defined s¢ that AP* = 1,)

<

- It is logically possible for a small town and a large city?o have the -
same property wealth per capita thereby giving them the same value of AP*,
- This means that both the small town-and the large city will receive the same
number of dollars from the "abtlity to pay" fund; even though the large city" ‘
Serves many more students than the small town. Several states do not appear
to understand that it is not sufficient merely to include enrollment somewhere ,

. . in the formula. Rather, numbers served must be related to each factor.

~

-

LY .
In qrder that the number of doJlars per student that is allocated to
_each elighple recipient be equitable, the score associated with each sub-
formula—sh roportional to some relevant number_of students (such as
. the-number of disadvantaged vocational, handicapped vocational, or regular
vocational students) enrolled with each eligible recipiént. For example,
4f A* is to be a disadvantaged 'score, it should be proportional to the number '
of disadvantaged students in* each-district. One way to define A* to .- ”

accomplish this is to say: . ,

A* = nimber of -disadvantaged vocational- students served b'\a\, T
d number of disadvantaged vocational students in entire.State °
. in |

L

-
2

. When this scdre is used, all eligible recipients rece}ve the same huﬁbér of
dollars from the "di;advantaged fund* for each disadvahtaged student that
%thby serve, . S C

It should be noted that some measure resembling (27) is necessary even '
§f == indeed, especially if -- BOAE insists that "relative concentrations” of
target populations be measured as a percentage of the populdation within the ,
area served by an eligible recipient rather than as a percentage of the entire
state, BOAEjs measure must be adjusted for size of population served; otherwise,-
it is likely that very small recipients will receive the bulk of setaside funds.

Aéjust{ng.scorés for nﬁmbers of sfudents served may not always be
sufficient, Attempts to adjust scores that do not properly belong in the WPM
approach can introduce additional difficulties. .Thjs problem is best illustrated

by the treatment of relative financial ability.

¥ . -
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b. Adjusting for Relative Financial Ability. Most states using WPM
include & measure of relative financial ability in the calculation of points. ,
As 3 typical example, supposerthat a state establishes the "B" fund for «"\‘
general use on all types of students and seeks to distribute funds with-
regard to relative financial. abilitys The general procedure is some variation
of the (following: - - . .

- »

4

total number of students Property wealth per capita _
BY = served by d x for entire State " (28)
.°d, total number of students Property wealth per capita
. . in.State . for eligible recipient d

- To evaluate this method of adjusting for ability to pay:‘consider two
hypothetical eligible recipients, & and H, which-are identical in every way
including the number of students, they serve, except that the value pf property
wealth per-¢apita is twice as great for G as it is for H (i.e., G is "poorer"
than H). The formula then allocates twice as much money to G as it does to

"H. Since H.can raise twice as much money as G if they both apply the same
\\, tax effort (that is, if -they both tax property at the same mj1l' rate), G is
given twice as much federal support as H. Now, it may appear .that the purpose
_ for doing .this is to.raise-the financial standing of the poorer eligible ‘
" recipient (G) up to the level of the wealthier eligible recipient (H), but it
is not at all certain that G will actually receive sufficient funds to achieve
‘mthis result. This can be démonstrated with some hypothetical figures.

First, we consider a case in which the result after distributing the
- - federal-money. is_that thé poorer eligible .recipient (6) is still worse off
_than ‘the wealthier-eligible recipient (H)."SUpposg‘that"formuTar(ZS),resuﬂts-
in G receiving $1000 per student-and H receiving- $500 per student. This is
_.in keeping with the assumption that H's ability to pay is twice 'that of G.
Suppose also that G and H both apply the same tax effort by using a "reasonable"”
mill rate,'ﬂil; Rate X, in order to raise revenue for vocational education.
. Finally, suppose that when apllying Mill Rate X, eligible, recipient G raises
$1000 per student-and H takes in $2000 per student. Then the tota] amounts
of federal and local funds”that G and H have are, respectively, $2000 per
student and $2500 per studept. G, the poorer eligible recipient, has\fewer
total doltars per student than,dgeS‘H.- To adjust this situation so iﬁas\gﬁ
and-H are both left with the same number of dollars per student, we would have
'to take $250 per student- away from H and give it to G, thereby leaving each -
with a total of $2250 per student in federal and local funds. The formula,
however, does not do this. -
Similarly, it is possible\that a forpula of this structure could °
-distribute money such that a rglatively poor eligible recipient is not Jjust
brought up to equity with other more wealthy eligible recipients but {is
actually put in a superior pgéition. T,

Consider the position in‘th% above'examéme, but with one-small change: -
the assessed value of property for both G and H is now 1/4 of what it was
before. This meaps that when they tax using the "reasonable" mill rate, théy
student, and H will raise on1y‘$5%0 per student in local funds. If, just as

¢
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Sstore.the-formula-giyes—G-$1000 per student and H $500 per student ‘in
-federal funds, G will have a total of $1250 per student in federal and local -
funds while H has a total of.only $750 per student. The formula has not; .

reversed the relative situations of G and H so that 6 is now better off than H.

. ) \ .
This {is just as inequitable as the result of the other example in which
6 remains worse off than H.® Remember that G and H are serving communities
thatare identical in every way except that their abilities to pay differ.

_ They have the same number of low#income persons, so there is no reason to

think that one has greater need than the others in this sense. In view of this,
'1: {s no more fair to leave G better off than H than it is to leave H better
off thanG. , - = ° \ - -

This method of idjusting'for relatiye financial ability {s then arbitrary.’
It might equalize ability to pay, but it could also leave the poor eligible

. recipients worse off than the wealthy ones or leave-the wealthy eligible
:"recipients worse off than the poor ones. Indeed, there ‘exists no gquitable

way to include relative financial ability in WPM procedures. ponﬁ?quent]y.
WPM is appropriate only if it is-determined that ability to pay need not be
constdered. in the distribution of funds (as in states that have achieved’
egualization or at the postsecondary level where local funds are not involved).

o

C. Selecting Weighting Coeffictents. - Once appropriate factors have
been ﬁdentifiea and properly scored, there remains the problem of how to -
weight each factor, score. Recalling equation (10), assume that A*, B*, and *
C* are defined as follows: ' .

rs
Vi \
i \

CAY = Numbetr of reqular vocational students enrolled with d (29)
d = -Number of regular vocational\itudents in State I
. . . . . ) t Q T " R R

B* . MNumber of disadvantéged vocational students enrolled with (30)
-d, Number of disadvnataged vocationa “students  in State ‘

-

. . Number of handicapped ypcational students -enrolled with d '(3])
©o.d Number of handicapped vocational’students enrolled in-State-
% ’ P h

2 . ) )

" It will, be true that: ‘ ! X .o
Total Federal _ Number of dollars available for all : (32Y~
Funds regular vocational students in State
Total Federal _ MNumber of¥ollars available for all (33)
Funds . disadvanta?ed vocational students in State
Total Féderal _ Mumber of dollars available for 2ll - . (38)
Funds ‘handicapped vocational ‘students in State
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Qo It wil] also be true that:
) ’ . ' L
w x Total Federal Funds - Number—of-do}iars -allocated )
Number of regular vocatjonal for each regular vocational (38)
students in State - student - -
. . 4
v vy x Total Federal Funds _ Number of dollars allocated r
' ’ umber 0 sadvantage for each disadvantaged: - (36)
' vocational students in State vocational student . -
z x Total Funds _ Number of dollars allocated .
. Number of handicapped voca- for each handicapped vocational (37)
_ tional students in State * student -
. Consequently, the values of the weighting coefficients w, ¥, and z
determine the number-of dollars that will be allocated for each typg of
student. y When it is asked then what the appropriate values of w, ¥y, and
. 2 are, it-is equivalent to asking what number. of dollars per student should
be allocated for each type of student. o Ty
This is a matter that cannot be settled easily, because while it is’ -
clear that more-dollars per student shouTd be atlocated for.disadvantaged )
and handicapped students than for regular students, 4t is not clear how many
. extra dollars should be spent on these need{Qstudents., Ideally, one might.
N ' w much more it costs to brﬁng:

~
J

T 7 d¥sadvantage

-

'

. say that the appropriate weight depends on
15 .

i ged—and—hand -apped-studenIs_19_§_§Q§Eif%%ﬂfl§;;;_g£y;0Cati9"31
- .ability than it,does to bring regular students to tnha +of—

ability. In practice, however, it is-not so simple. Though the number of
dollars spent will undoubtedly have an impact on level of vdcational ability
attained by students, it is -not the only factor that will affect the levels .

of ability attained. For instance, individual characteristics of students - -° -
will: also be an important detérminant of the els of ability achieved. Among: .
thq_disadvantaged, some students will be more highly motivated than others.
Additionally, the ability of teachers, the degree to which they succeed in
motivating their students, and the usefulness of theskills taught will also
affect the levels of vocational ability attained.» ‘

3

Because of such factors, there i no unigue level of yocational ability
that a given type of - studerit will attain given the number of dollars spent
on his education. This makes it impossible to say precisely how many more
dollars need to be spent on handicapped and disadvantaged students than on
regular students in order that they all attain the same level of vocational
. ability. However, while it is not possible'to make a precise determpination
of this type, some sort of estimate should be possible. That is, in spite of .
the fact that each student may have different funding needs, it is prabably
true that the average level of need for handicapped and disadvantaged students is.

I

& .
{ . -
»

.
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: . h{gher than that of fégu]ar students and that we c&ﬁffind some number of _ - .
( . extra dollars .that can be spent .on these more needy students which will, on .
' a ge, bring them to the same level of vocational abi]ity\as regular .
e @ ents. h A . . “e ~ . -

This can be &bheeusiég the WPM where W, ¥, and z are defined as follows: .-

s ) . -

R ' ‘ 7
YU RYDOIW (38)

R R N
" R+dD+hH T ‘ (39) -

T«
’ ]

~ . W | ' ‘ S
‘ 2 F.RTdD T - (80) -

where R = number of reéqg]ar voéatipna] students

D = number of ﬁiéadvantaged vocational students ' c-

.. Q H = number of handicapped vocational students - ’
) -

0 *» ’ . * -
' -, d. = average cost of educating disadvantaged vocational student . ve
- - awerage cost of educgﬁﬂngiregu]ar vocational student. '

. -

h = -average cost of educating handicapped vocational student _
Y averaggqusp of educating regular vocationdl.student .. - ]

R4

.

- -~

. Using this approach to determine the values of the coefficients'w, y, and
-z provides that,-on the average, students with special needs will receive extra
“ funds in proportion to the dégree to’which they impose excess costs on-their L e o
institutians. The approach offers a rational means for justifying the weight
assigned to.different factors. ” o - .
’ T ‘ S : ’
. . - It is not evident that states presentlly using WPM.have actually employed
. ~ this type of method for. determining weightsl In fact, .we have found' no evidence '

that any-state ha¢ a_procedural-method of s@tting these coefficients. Several o5
. State officials told us that they merely adjust the coeffidients until they i
; dbtain a formula that disg;ibntés funds the way they want them distributed.. We )
‘\\\‘_’ g suspeqf that this practicé is.widespread. - . T N
. suwRy Lo T ) .
B . . As will become apparent in, Section IV, the ways states implement any
L of .thése three methods- of strfbuting VEA funds differ greafly in their
.- -details. Nevertheless, it is possible to, draw some general®conclusions .
( sregqrding'the state of formula design as of the close of FY 1979. » L
f ) - ‘ J. * "" : (
. 4.,, i _ =~
. . ' . 64
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A cautionary note: yQur summary observations are drawn entirely from
theoretical analyses of, the states' -formulas; they are not based on -
empirical analysis of how much- federal money different types of.rgcip1ents )

actually got. This latter exercise is now underway in PONVER. ~

With ‘this stipuldtion in mind, our conclusions are as ollows. First,

j'

N

while, some states clearly demonstrated better ganderstanding of the complexities

- of forufla design than others, no_state was using a procedure free of technical ~.
1 questionable

difficulties, arbitrary judgements, unexplained calcu ations,
Jnterpretations of federal law, or inaccurate and inappropriate data.
-Among the_moré serjous ditficulties are the following:

-~ %

as ®

1. Failure to inc1pde.éxg1icit1x in distribution prodedures one or more’

of those fadtors such as relative financial ability concentration
of 1ow-income familigs, location in an economically depressed

area, or relative costs which @ge supposed to influence the alloca-
tion of VEA funds.-’ —_— ‘

« - 2. The use of éﬁﬁ?dﬁous1y-3gf$néd measures subject to arbitrary and
. “‘nbssib1y unlawful manipulation.

3. j#he use of non-continuous measures. that fail to make adequate,'
‘distinctions among cipients, are subject to insidious
manipulation, arid uce arbitrary results.

. ‘ N

4. Failure to standardize scores. that have widely varyiqg‘ma@nitudes‘
and hénce iptroduce’ﬁmp1icit weights into Qistributionrproéedures.

-5.  Insufficient explanatigns for the derivation of tables, ranges of

~

o reimbursement -rates, and weights assigned to various factors.

6. The usé of elaboraté ranking procedures and mathematical manﬁpu]ationé‘
that, despite their complexity, produce'distributions that are nearly  °
uniform because of constraints that are imposed externally on the . .

range of permissible differences in allocations per student or.rates . ’

of reimbursement.

"

- R ¢ . B .

" - Second, none of th ' i@ FY 1979.is capabte of

fairly incorporating all the cr i i i

~allocation of Funds. Amon& the three, the Weighted Points Method, is by.far
the superior apgroach. In-addition to requiring explicit consideration of
appropriate weights, it offers three attractive features: .

1. 1t can be used to distrih@te'any amount of money, and its parameters

- need not be changed to adjust to annual fluctuations in available
funds. Hence, it is administratively convenient and avoids any °
long term commitment of a particular level of funding.

. . 9
! . ° .
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It provides some money to all eligible recipients. No cut-off
need be established, which can be subject»;o arbitrary Judgment
and po]itica]_interference. . .

I properly designed, it 1inks dollars received directly to
the number of students served. Thus, it provides 2 sensible
system of incentives., This advantage holds only if states
count the actual number of target populations served, &s opposed
to the number residing in the district. ‘ - -

Neverthe]ess;:HPM as preseptly implemented sufférs from several shortcomings:
—"

1. Adjustments for «differences in relative financial ability cannot
. be incorporated directly in the weighting procedure. Consequently, ~
WPM must be combined with another.method of equalizing relative
financial ability, orgjt must be restricted to those situations
where relatiye financial ability has been, neutralized and is not

a relevant concern.

what is administratively convenient for state officials is
problematic for local administrators, who are unable to predict
future allocations or secure long term commitments or funds.

3. It does not take into account differences in costs among different
programs or different districts. ]

\e i J ~
We shall turn to these issues in Section III, where an a]ternatiqsinetho&
js suggested. .

-
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{ E "III,  SOME CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS ON A MORE EQUITABLE'
FUNDS DISTRIBUTION PROCEDURE

n -

-

Ideally, we would want to distribute the VEA money in a way that
_ creates a state of affairs in which all persons have equal ac¢cess to -
équally effective vocational education courses for the purpose of enhancing-
their sets of marketable skills. By "equal success" we mean that there should
be no barriers that prevent c$£:?in groups of persons from taking vocational

education courses. For example, if adults are deprived of vocational
education because their district only offers vocational education in daytime
high school classes from which adults are prohibited, then this is a denial :
of equal access. ! - . —~

. By "equally effective" we mean two things.  First, certain courses

teach skills that are‘of greater value in the job market than those taught by
other courses. For example, graduates of a computer programming sequence may
be better able to find jobs that pay more than those found by graduates of,

- say, a program in furpiture upholstering. If so, the computer sequence is
more "effective" than the upholstering program in helping students to find
good jobs, and it will be important to make sure that all have an equal | .
opportunity to take the computer courses, as a matter of fairness. .Clearly
it would not be desirable for a certain group of students, such as the
disadvantaged, to be relegated to relatively ineffective programs, leaving,
only non-disadvantagad=students in the more effective courses.

Second, in order to make vocational education equally effective for all
- students, courses must be designed to take account of the s ecial needs of )
some students. Handicapped and disadvantaged students should be provided with .
the extra attention they need in order.to acquire the same skills othér students
- are able to acquire without éxtra attention. In this way, all students .
graduating from these programs will have had an equal opportunity to acquire a
given level of marketable skills. . ’

In order to achieve this ideal result within a State, at 1eas%\fhree basic
requirements would need to be met: : - '

°= " 1) It would be necessary to make sure that al] persons have access to a
public institution offering vocational education. That is, no community should
be without an institution capable of receiving VEA funds and providing )
vocational education courses. . ‘ .

2) Itlwou1d be necessary to distribute in such a way that each institution
- would-have the same total number of federal, state, and local dollars available
for each student of each type (régular, handicapped, disadvantaged] that it
served, théreby equalizing the abilities of institutions to pay for vocational

education. ‘ ’
N g

3) Each institution would Fave to provide vocational education in such a

wﬁy that. a1l persons that it serves have equal access to equally effective:
programs. .It-is not sufficient for institutions to have equal--abilities to pay

-
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that verify that requirements 1 and 3 are being met:

—". >
for yocational education. They must actually tap this ability-and provide
the appropriate courses. .o

-

7 '
& :

We offer the following Suggested Formula as a wé; of meeting requirement 2. °

-However, in order to insure an equitable distribution; of vocational education

services, States would also have to follow auditing or accounting procedures

- n

-

A: A SUGGESTED FORMULA

Every formula that we have obseryed in this study either implicitly or
explicitly performs two basic functions. First,-it defines need and ranks
(or 1ists) eligible recipients-in descending order of. their respective levels
of need. Second, it determines how much more money fhose-near the top of this

ranking will receive than those ‘at the bottom of the ranking. However, although -

most states' formulas do perform these two functions, none' performs both well.
In performing the first function, an unnecessarily rough' approximation of need
is often used to rank eligible recipients. In performing the second function,
most states give more money to those near the top of the ranking.than to those
at the bottom, but the size of this differential is determined arbitrarily
rather thar on the basis of some estimate of how many more dollars the poor
eligible 'recipients need than do the wealthy ones. The following formula

_ provides one.way to perform both basic functions more effectively.

To address the first function, each eligible recipient’s number of Pupil
Units--a measure of "the number of students served, in which ‘students that )
impose excess costs are counted more heavily than other students--is determined.
Then, eligible recipients are ranked in order of their total numbers of local

. and state dollars per Pupil Unit which are available for vocational education.

To perform the second function, it is assumed that the goal is to equalize
eligible recipients' numbers of dollars per Pupil Unit so that if all eligible
recipients used the money efficiently, persons in all parts of the State would

-have access to an equally effective level of vocational education. No money is

given to a relatively wealthy eligible recipient until poorer eligible recipients
have been given enough federal money so that they have the same total -number of
local, state, and federal dollars per student as that of the wealthier eligible

recipient. The general procedures consist of five steps:

“1.) -Deteﬁnine a Fair Local Contribution.

L ,By requiring that assessed value of property per capita be used as
the sole measure of abiiity to pay, BOAE is implicitly.assuming that the value
of a community's property is a good indicator of the amount of money that that

..Comrunity .can draw upon to finance education. This is a bad assumption. A
"community’s ability to pay, for vocational education is dependent on the amount

of money it has, and property value is Just one of several determinants of that
amount. Income and'-the Jevel of savings and other investments also contribute
to persons’ abilities to pay education taxes. To determine how much people can
afford to pay, we must look at all aspects of their financial 1ives, not simply

' the value of ‘their physical property. This is especially important in cases
.- b v + f . -
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where communities have similar assessed values of property per capita, but

different levels of income, savings, or investments. , Two communities may have

the same property value per capita, but if the persofs in one community have

higher incomes or more savings and investments than do the persons in the other

g:nnu:;ty,t;hen the one community is wealthier and has a greater ability to pay
an the other. ‘ '

Ideally then, we would want to base our determination of the number of
dollars that a community can afford to raise on some expression of the total
wealth and income of all persons and other taxable entities within that ‘
community. Realistically, however, it would probably not be possible for a
state to collect all of the information necessary to develop such an expression.
The.amount of money that persons have tied up in bank accounts and investment
-portfdlios is normally confidential, making it unlikely that a state would be -

- able to find the precise net worth of persons with assets of this type. However, °
even tough this type of information.is not generallyravailable, information on
property value and income is generally available. Since there is ‘reason to
believe that an index reflecting a community's property value and income\will®

also tend to be a good indicator of the total net worth of the persons an

other taxable entities in that community,.we will consider this kind of index
adequate for our purposes. .o )

‘ The fo]]owihg,is a suggested index of the levelof fiscal ability on which
a2 community i can draw: . .

-

Total Anpual Wage

Discounted Value of : =
. ~ ; et s and Salary income of )-
i Prdnerty in Community i Community i -
wh‘érg ﬁ e
Discounted Value of Assessed Value Average annual
Property in = of Property in x rate of return on
Community i ‘ Community i Property investments

" The discounted value of property in community i can be thought of as the
amount of annual income that either is or could be generated by renting out
comminity i's property. Some people in community i probably rent out_ their
property and receive what we will call an explicit income from this. “That s,
these people actually receive cash because they own property. Other people,
such as those who 1ive in homes that they own, can besaid to receive an implicit
income from their property. Even though they do not actually receive cashas a
result of their property ownership, they aré saved from thejexpense of renting
a home, so that their income i{s enhanced indirectly by an amount equal to what
they would otherwise have to pay to rent equivalent housing.

-

Suppose a woman owns a house which she could rent out for $500 per month
but which.she decides to 1ive in instead. WHe could then say that she is receiying’
an implicit income of $500 per month as a result of owning her house. Even
though sfe does not actually receive,a check for $500 every month, she does

~




' enjoy $500 worth of housing eyery month. It is iust as if she receiyed
( , a check for $500 every month and chose to spend 1t all on housing rather ~
: than putting some aside for an automobile or clothing. Thus, we can say '

that shie receives an fmplicit income of $500 per'menth.

Adding the discounted value of property to community {ncome yields
a total of the implicit and explicit incomes (from wages, salaries, and
property ownérship) of persons and othier taxable entities fn the community.
This then serves as an index of the amount of money on which a community

. cam draw in order to fund education. It should not matter that income

from savings and investments is not used in this index. As long ds it is
proportional to the index we would have if income from sayings and inyestments
were included, it will serve as a good indicator of communities" relative.
abilities to pay. '

.

5
¥
s

. . ‘s > . - .
This index can then be used in the following formula to find ‘the .-
amount of local revenue, LR, that-each community could rreasonably be’

.expected to raise. o - .~
Statéwide total of locally . ) N
raised funds spent on Yoca- : ‘
. LR = tional Education last year -
= . Discounted VYalue of Total Wage .
all taxable property + and Salary Income
in state of entire state
<\,' (2}
3 - _ :
‘ Discounted Value of Total Wage and %
X . Community i's taxable + Salary Income of
~ Property Community i . »
The value
- Statewide totaly of locally
- raised funds spent on voca- . )
s - tional education last year . : .
~ o Discounted Value Total Wage and
' of all taxable . .+ Salary Income
- property in state entire state

-  represents the proportion of the sum of explicit and implicit incomes
(from wages, salaries, and property) that each community could reasonakily
be expected -to spend on vocational education.




‘ o2) Determine an Eligiblé Recipients® Total Pupil Units. °
Each- student is assigned a number of points reflecting the re ative costs
that his or her education imposes on the eligible recipient. Eligible
recipient i's total number of pupil units, TPU, is equal to the number of
points assigned to all of its students. This is a variation of WPM
discussed in Section II3 however, it is 1imited to weighting student
characteristics and excludes characteristics of LEAs.

Suppose there are three relevant "cost groups' of students:
"yregular,* handicapped, and disadvantaged. Suppose a1s0 that it costs
twice as much to provide vocational education to a handicapped student as =
.1t does to do the same for a reqular student, and it costs fifty percent
more for .disadvantaged students than it does for a regular student. The
following Pupil Unit system would theq be established:

Cost Cateaory Pupil
of Student - Ungts

——

bt

Regular © 1.0
- . Handicapped, ., 2.0

Disadvantaged 1:5

-

If this is the system used, the Total Pupil Unit figure for eltgible
recipient 1 (TPUi) would be calculated as follows: :

. No " of regular Voc. Ed. y
TPU, FTE Students at i ox 1.0
2 SR .
 No. of handicapped Voc. ( g T
¥ _Ed. students at i x 2.0 . : (3)
=
+ No. of disadvantaged x 1.5

Voc, Ed. students at i

q

Note that-this is only an.example. In bractice,'there‘cou1d be more
coit categories, and the number of pupil units agsigned to each could be
"di fferent., ‘ - ‘

' 3.) Determine an E%igib]e Recipient's ‘Ability to pay. Here,
ability to’pay, ~will be defined in.a way that is different from that
used in the formust discussed earlier. It will be expressed in terms of
the number of dollars per Pupil Unit that each eligible recipient could
reasonably be‘expEcted to spend on vocational education. It will include
not.simply the amount of ocal funds that are available to finance

* vocagional education, but
for this purpose.

s (1.

=]

also the number of dollars received from the state -
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The amount of money received from state soupces s Just as
important as the ability to raise revenue from local sources in detemining
an eligible recipient's relative need. o

2
&

‘4 APi = ——Tru-i—__ : ,,‘ . (4)

where SF, = the amount of state funds received by eligible recinient i.*

[

4.) Priority Ordering. Eligible recipients would -be 1isted in
ascending order of their respective vatues of AP.. Those which have the
most money to spend per student (per Pupil Unit 1ea11y) will be-at the
bottom of the 1ist, and those with the least to spend will be at the top.

- 5.) Leve111n%\u§} We will refer to the eligible recipient at
the top of the list as "a - the eligible recipient that is second from the
top will be ca11ed'"b", the third "c", and so on. *

The process of levelling up begins by giving récipignt "a" enpugh
federal funds so that it has as many dollars per Pupil-Unit as does

" pecipient "b". Then "a" and. "b" are both given enough federal funds_soO

that they each have as many dollars per Pupil Unit as does e, Then "a",
"pr and “"c* are each given just enough federal dollars so that they each
have as many dollars per Pupil Unit as does eligible recipient ud", This
process is continued until funds are exhausted.

<

* In some stateg, an eligible recipient can determine its value of SF:.
Each eligible recipient receives a block of funds from the State and dlcides.
how much of that block it will use for general education and how much it
will use for vocational education, thereby determining jts value of SF,.

A

_ {inder the Suggested Formula, an eligible recipient could increase its

alTotment of federal funds if it were allowed to shift some qf its state
money away from vocational education and into general education. This would

" Jower its value of SF, and make jts need appear to be greater, Federal

vocational education ney would then displace rather thah augment state

-spending for vocational education. To prevent ‘this from occurring, eligible

recipients would have to be barred from decreasing the amount of state funds
that . they devote to vocational education. ’ :

Al

.
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B. QUESTIONS ABOUT THE.SUGGESTED FORMULA

The following are some questions that mignt be raised with regard
to the Suggested Formula:

*

1. Since the Sugqested Formula does not use an& measure of economic
depression.such as unemployment rates as a factor, does it fulfill the
Tntent of the Jegislation?

Yes. The Suggested Formula determines the number of dollars per
student that each eligible recipient will receive. The total number of
dpilars allocated to an eligible recipient will depend on the number of
students {t-serves. Insofar as the number of students enrolled in
vocational education progrpms varies with the level of unemployment, the
Sugges ted Formula will provide more money to a high unemployment eligible

.recipient than to 2 low unemployment eligible recipient, other things being

A
equal. .

. In the formulas used by some states, the number of dollars allocated
to eligible recipients varies with the level of unemployment, without regard
for whether vocational education programs are'actué11x'gfovided for those
unemployed persons. In these states, Thstead of actively recruitingd
unemployed adults who are in need of retraining, an eligiBle recipient could
spend the extra ‘money it receives because of its high unemployment rate on
the adolescents in its secondary level yocational programs. _This would be
of no penefit to the unemployed adults for whom the money is intended.

. ‘However, with the Suggested Formula, it will not be sufficient for
eligible recipient to just have an extra high level of unemployment to
qualify for @ larger allocations In addition, it must actually enroll extra
people in its vocational education programs as @ result of that high level -
of unemployment in order to get extra money. Presumably, the reason for
saying .that depressqd areas should have priority in the distribution of
funds is that: these area€ have more people in need of yocational education

‘than do other areas. But it is reasonable to give extra funds on this basis

only if they are used on programs for unemployed, persons.

More generally, the Sugaested Formula allocates funds on the basis

of the characteristics of the students rather than on the basis of the
characteristics of the. general population. The population of an area served
by an eligible recipient can be thought,of in three qroups: 1) current
yocational education students, 2) potentia] vocational education students,
qnddB) persons who are neither current nor potential yocational education -
students. | o . °

. The number of persons in Group 1 shou1d’%ertain1y be considered in
determining an eligible recipient's reiative Jevel of need since it is

fair to assume that these,peopTé.wou1d be among the acthal peneficiaries of
federal funding. However, it is not so certain that the .number of persons
in Group 2 should be considered. Since they.‘are only potential students

(e.g.s adults who might enroll in a yocational education program if it were

. ”»
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offered to them but who are not currently enrolled), it is reasonable

to increase the eligible recipient®s allotment of federal money on behalf
, of these people only if this money is actually ysed for their benefit, If
/» an eligible recipient receives Some extra amount of funds because it has
-7 .many potential students but then uses some or all of that money on current
" students, it is not realizing the .objective for which those funds were

allocated. The number of Group 2 students should then be considered on1
-Insofar as tﬁez are actually served by the eligibTe rec?gieﬁt. Finally,
t 1s obvious that t é number of Group 3 persons has no bearing on an .
' eligible recipient's level of need and should not be weighed as a factor, -
. Although an eligible recipient should receive funding on the basis of
the characteristics of persons it actually serves, 1t should also be given
an incentive to regruit additional persons who coyld benefit from vocational
education. The Suggested Formula addresses both these aims. By assessing
, financial need on a per student rather than a per capita basis, funding is °
based only on the characteristics of the st ents actually served.._ However,
the more students an éligible recipient ‘serves, the greater its federal - ;0
allotment will be, giving 1t an incentive to serve as many students as .
v possible. - - .
' ’ ' T TN . ¢
For this incentive to opgrate as‘powerfully as possible, in performing
Step 2, it will be necessary tdﬁcalculate TPU; using enrollment data
pertaining to the period for which funds are io be used, * It would not Be
appropriate to determine the federal allotment for this year on the basis
*  of the number of persons who were enrolled last year, To do so would not, °
be in the interest of ‘an eligible recipiant which plans to increase its
vocational education enrollment for the ‘hpcoming year bygrecmi'ting among
groups such as adults or disadvantaged persons. In determining the
distribution of funds for an upcoming school year, the enrollment leyells
that eligible recipients expect to attain should be used to determine TPU,.
That these expected levels are actually attained should be verified at thé
end of the year, and adjustments in the levels of funding should be made to
correct any discrepancies.
T

a

2. If an eligible récigient soends more than the "reasonable” amount
of local money on vocational education, is it rewarded with extra federal

money? .

No. An eligible recipient locally raising an amount that is x dolars
‘more than what could ”reasonably"cyave been raised will simply have x more
dollars to spend-on vocational education. The federal allotment to that
eligible’recigjent will not be affected. There. is an analagous result for
an eligible recipient which raises x dollars less than the reasonable amount.

: A criticism of this might be that eligible recipients do not haye
¥ sufficient incentive to apply extra tax effort since their federal allotment
s the, same regardless of ‘effort-applied. If it is felt that the allotment
of federal funds hould be dependent on actual tax effort applied, a sixth - o
step. could be added to ‘the. Suggested Formula, as follows: b -
. - - . <

~
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Step 6. A new federal allotment per Pupil Unit is determined for
each recipient of federal funds ¥3.ag follows: - ‘

v

New Federal Allotment Federal allotment Actual 6hmber of local \

Per Pupil Unit for = per pupil for x dollars spent by h] (5)

eligible recipient J eligible recipient § - LR, )
(from Step 5) ° 3.

-

Note that if LR, = 0, as would be the case for most cmmnuniiy colleges, the
the allocation %o eligible recipient "3" would not be changed.

The federal allotments, are adjusted in proportion to the ratio of
the actual number of dollars spent by the eligible recipient to the number
of dollars that it cou]d,“reasonably“ have;raised {(LR: If there are not
sufficient federal funds to make these New Federal Alqotments, then all of
the New Federal,Allotments would be decreased proportionate]y until there
is just enough federal money to cCOVer them. If there is money left over
because many eligible recipients "3" spent less than LR; on yocational
education, then this extra money would be distributed tﬂrough the levelling
up procedure again.~ However, in view of the fact that there is a maintenance
ofeffort requirement preventing recipients froom reducing local effort, it ,
seems unlikely that there would ever be money left over for 'this reason.

3. 1n measuring relative abili%ies io pay, most states do not consider
the amount of state mone that eliaible recipients receive for QOCationa1
education. Why does the Suqqested.Formula consider Jevel of state funding “

as well as local ability to raise revenue in measuring apility to pay?

In order to get a complete picturé of an e1igib1e'recipient‘s ability
to pay for vocational education programs, it .is necessary to look at the
total number of dollars available to it from all sources. 10 fail to

consider the amount of money that is received from the state could result

in misallocations of federal funds. For example, if two eligible recipients

- have Just slightly different bilities to pay and are otherwise jdentical,

but one receives state aid while the other does not, it would not be ,
approoriate to treat them as if fheir financial needs were jdentical. The
eligible recipien hich receives state aid should receive no federal money
until the other eligible recipient is given enough federal MONEY to .
eliminate the di fference_ in their, total money fioldings. . !
Additionally, it is desirable to consider the distribution of state
money in measuring relative abilities to pay because it helps prevent the
state from juggling the allocation of state funds in a way that might
dndermine.gfforts to increase the abilities of poorer eligible recipients
to pay for vocational education. + For example, Subpose that a State has 12
eligible recipients 1abeled ."a" throu h “m* as in Step 6 and that it uses

* the Suggested Formula to distribute th'e federal money amond them. No

‘ ¥ W
. compare that distribution of funds to the one that would have occurreddif,

| %
w5 .
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before using the Suggested Formula, x State dollars had been taken from “a®
and given to "'m". The difference {n the two distributions 1s that compared
to the first, the second will show a stifting of x federal dollars from *p*
to "a“, thereby cancelling the effect of the trahsfer of x State dollars
from 'a' to "m". Therefore, the total.number of local, state, and federal

. dollars held by each eliaible recipient remains unchanged by the shifting

of state money from * a to "m",

¢

4. ‘The Suggested Formula basica11y dtstributes funds -among eljgib1e
recipients 1n proportion to the number of students that each serves .
"(neglecting for a moment that allocations ‘are also ‘adjusted 'to ‘account for
the number of excess cost students that each serves). s this fair to -
rural sdistricts which may ‘experience 'hicher .per ‘student coOsts ‘than urban °
districts since urban districts have more students and may therefore’ be afile
to take advantage of certain ec¢onomies of scale? B N N

= - Setting up a machine shop of a given size will cost any district,
urban or rual, the same number of dollars. 1f an urban district making
this investment is able to serve 90 students a day by allowing six different
groups of fifteen students to use the facility at different times of the .
day while a rural district making the same investment has only fifteen
students. who will use the shop each day, then the equipment cost per student
for the rural-district will be six times that faced by the urban district.
Also, the urban district may be able to hire a teacher who specializes in
mach1ne shop to teach it all-day, whereas the rural district would probably

.. have to hire a machine shop teacher who could take on other teaching or

~administrative responsibilities, as there are not enough students to eccupy
a.machine shop teacher all day. Since the teacher hired by the rural district
would have to have a more diverse set of skills than the urban district

steacher, it may be that the rural-teacher will be less proficient at teaching
machine shop than the urban teacher. To the extent that this is true, the
rural d1str1ct is getting less.for 1ts money than the urban, d1str1ct

The purpose of the above example is to demonstrate that it may be
true that urban districts ar2 able to use their teachers and equioment more
efficiently than .rural districts and therefore face lower costs. Insofar as
there are indivisible set-up costs associated with establishing and maintaining

- yocational education programs, schools with relatively few students (ryral

districts) will face higherper student costs than districts with relatively
many students.(urban. district With the money they-save from exploiting

- these economies pf-sca]e; ur districts would then be able to provide a

higher level of vocational ed jon, That is, it would be possible for

- them to offer a wider selecti ‘courses and invest in a wider range of

equipment than would be.possible if Ehey faced the same cost structure as
the ryral districts, : . ¢
If this is seen as {nequitable, one way to correct this situation is
to give more dollars per student to rural districts than to urban districts
in such a way that each. rural district will be able to proyide the same
quality,and {versity of vocational education as is available in urban
districts. The drawback with this.solution, however, is that it would
probably be ‘inefficient.” In‘order to achieve- this result, it would be
necessany to provide ruraI districts with funding to buy a great deal of -

T~

t ? . 7() .,
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there are few students

4 ~

equipment which would probably be left idle for much of the time since

in these districts to.employ it. This would be

wasteful. It is our conclusion that instead of=giving.rura1 districts

more dollars per stude

nt on the basis of the belief.that they are unable

to achieve the same economies of scale as the urban.districts, rural
districts should be encouraged to pool their resources in order that they

district ha ing its ow
it would be
other to share a centr
intensively pnd whose
Many State already do
vocational educati

Eo serve two or more d
iganced by the distri
of scale just as the u

-

There are other
face different costs.
between home and schoo
transportation costs h

n machine shop which remains’idle most of the time,

too will b§\:z1e to exploit economies of scale. Instead of each rural

re cost efficient for rural districts which are near to each

ally-located machine shop which would be used

cost would be shared by the participating districts.
this. Instedd of each district attempting to run its
on programs, an area training center\is established
jstricts. These centers, which are n rmally jointly
cts served, permit rural areas to exp it economies

rban districts do.

ways in which urban and. rural districts probably
Rural students generally have to travel farther
1 than do urban students, thereby making their
igher. On the other hand, urban districts are

generally forced.to pay teachers more than rural districts do, either .

pecause of the high co

st of urban 1iving or the presence of teacher unfons

i mamy cities. It may be appropriate to incorporate factors such as

these into the formula

, however, if this is done it will be important that ..

all factors creating differences in the costs faced by urban and rural

Fistricts be used. Cl
allocations to account
than those of urban di

early it would not be appropriate to adjust the
for ways in which rural districts' costs are higheg
stricts without.also adjusting the allocations to

account for the ways in which urban districts' costs are higher than those

of_rur51 districts.

5. BOAE requires that funds be distributed on the basis of properjx_7

X

in states that. have, through their OwWn finance

wealth per capita even

rocedures, equalized districts’ abilities to pay. Since poor school

stricts in theseé states have alrea sufficient state unds
) t t

———-ﬁ--—-_-_-__________.____.___JL_jEEL£DJEﬂL_______._______._?_____
%o bring_them u to par with wea does not seem fair to
jve—those poor a further a vantage by @ivin “them more federa
11 he wealthy districts. T . uld be to

r districts, thereby putting the wealthy\distriqgg A

Formuia 17

tage. . Tould this same criticism be made of Sugaested

]

No. The ability to.pay factor AP in Suagested Fonmu1Q‘I is defined

in a way that takes eq

ualization into aciount. 1f a State has’ enacted true.

equa1ization,'the same number of dollars per weighied student will be

. allocated to each elig
- .. property alth per ca

ible recipient, regardless of -1ts relative level of
pita. Consider the following example. .

2
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{ Relative ability to pay for eligible recipjeht1 is defined as
’ oo
“ LR, + .SF, ‘ -
T, -

Suppose that eligible recipients "p" and "w' are identical in size and
, composition, so that TPU, = TPUw, but that “p* is poor and "w" is wealthy.
X We will say that LR = $¥00,000 (meanina that "p" could reasonably be
.~ expected to raise $700,000) and that LRE = $200,0088 ' Sunpose also that
SF_ = $110,000 (meaning that "p" is givén $110,00 state funds) and
thBt SF, = $10,000. Then = o~

LR, + SF, =4£210,000 ¢

LRw + SFN =. $210,000

And since ,
TPUp + TPUw, then h -
-; . .
LR + SF - LR, + SF
i TLﬁup“ K"
' 2 meaning that the abilities of "p" and "w" to pay for vocational education
. have been equalized because the state has given $100,000 more to “p" than
A . to "w". Therefore, "p" and "w" are considered .to have equal need for

_ ™™ federal funds. Under suggested Formula I, "p" and "w" will get the same
number of dollars. "p" is not given preference or unfair advantage over "y"t

“
1]

' -
ok

C.. SUMMARY i . ’ : . . ' .. ~

The distribution procedure odt]iﬁediin this. sectian addresses a
number of the issues raised throughout this report. Among its main features

are: .. o
- 1) It relies on data that-are-réadily available in most states. The

© . . only variable 1ikely to pose any. problem {s that *neasuring wage. and salary
income, or an adequate -proxy. - This difficulty will remain regardless of

_the distribution mechanism employed and underscores the need for developing

‘current income data for LEAS. : ‘

-
. .~
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.2} It requires attention to the relative costs of proyiding adequate
vocational education to different types of students and requires state
officials to develop and justify explicit weights for different target
populations.

3) - It provides a comprehensive measure of relative financial ability
that adjusts for the lack of a direct correspondence between property
wealth anq’income. ] } .

4) . It offers ah objective, easily administered decision rule for
distributing funds: all funds will be used to bring the poorest to the
level of the second poorest, the first and second to the level of the
third, and so forth un#i1 funds aEF exhausted.

L4

§) It makes receipt of ‘funds dependent on the number of students
served, thus providing incentives to increase enrollments of target
populations. .

6) It permits introducing differences in costs among different _
yocational education programs and requires these be documented on’ the
basis of costs per student. .

7) It greatly simplifies administration, accountabilitys and public
understanding of procedures for distributing federal funds while
simultaneously incorporating primary Congressional concerns about
compensating LEAs .for relative financial ability and increasino aid to
target populations. -

[}

-
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Iv. FORMULA ossbaxmous

" This section describes the formu]as used by eath of the 50 states in

'FY 1979. It analyzes each set of procedures in terms of the three steps
discussed in Section II: 1.) Data Selection, 2.) Transformation of Data
into Point Scores, and 3.) Transformation of Point Scores into Dollar
Allocations. A number of vdriables are common to several states, and

~ Table 1IY¥-1 1ists these, the abbreviations used throughout the text, and the
-general definition. Additional variab]es. unique to each state, are defined
as they are encountered.

Nith regard to subscripts and superscripts. the fol]owing ru]es are
followed: 3

1. The variables AL, defined dn the Variabie Definition -List as-.
*allecation in dollars" and RR, defined as reimbursement rate expressed as a
percentage, will have two subscripts. The first-subscript refers to funding
purpose, and the second subscript indicates the rec1pient

EXAMPLES

AL d d = ailocation'of fupds for "special disadvantaged" programs (sd)
Yo eligible recipient d. : ;

R = rpate of reimbursément for work-study programs (ws) run by

‘eligible recipient c, expressed as a percentage.

2, Dther variables will have,. on1y ohe subscript 1ndicating the'*
eligible recipient to which it refers, , .

EXAMPLE
The Variable Definition List defines ADA as average daiiy attendance

~'ADA = averiae/daiiy attendance_ of elig}bie recipient d

3. "The superscript *’is used td indicatg,that a particular- vaiue is a
score rather than actual raw data. . .

& EXAMPLE : e
. A* _
ADA - =

e

“the point, score assigned to eligibleg recipient d on the ba51s

of its average daily attendance .
. . M ! ( . - ) - »

),/“ To understand the comments- {hat - foi]ow the description of each formula, -
) {t is necessary to be famiiiar with Section 11-B, Characterisitcs'of Formulas.

A

/l ' .
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e Table —IV-1-
N ]
A VARIABLE DEFINITION LIST
(including subscripts) .
AD = mm&rofamnﬁ -
‘'ADA = avera@e daily attendance
ADM = averag {1y membership ; ‘
AE = attendance entitlement; largest of average daily attendance
’ counts of previous year or second previous year or previous °
three year average ’
AFDC = number of AFDC recipients
AL = allocation in dollars R
AP =" ability te pay '
. AV =. assessed value of taxable property
. . i
b = basic funds
CAFDC = children in AFDC families /
ch = consumer and homemaking funds
CHADA = average daily attendance ir consumer and homemaking programs
‘ CHE = consumer and homemaking enrollment '
DE = disadvantaged enrollment ' -
DH = disadvantaged dnd handicapped to receive additional services
dis = disadvantaged funds ~ ' :
p DO = number of dropouts
\ pP = Tevel of education attained by teaching personnel
DR = dropout rate - *
- DVE = disaﬁvantaged vocational enrollment ’ ‘
E- = enrgllment . - -
ECS = excess cost students; number of students who impose excess cOSts
s ! F = number of families - ' .
. FTE = ﬁp]] time equivalent | .
l( " HY = number of handiéapped adults . . .
o h = handicapped funds .
HE = handicapped enrollment .
] 9
1E = 4mpagt of programs on employment. N
LEE = 1local education expenditures (net) . )
LESA = number of students of 1imited English-speaking ability
"UFe¢ = Tabor--force growth rate . .
LIF =, number of 40w income families *
) ,m = multipurpose funds ' -
- MF1 = _median family income .. :
SE P = humber of pupils ‘ -
¢ RG roved program costs
. PCI = Llper capita income : ‘ .




xR y oo~
a Table IV-1 continued ' N
POP 2 poputation
PU = number of pupil units
SFE = - state funds expended (1ess capital expenditures) g
SR * = state revenue; amount of money received by eligible
. ecipient from the state :
RIU = rate of youth employment )
U = number of unemployed persons _
R UR = unemployment rate- :
. URC = unemployment rate for county (in which eligible recipient
\ _ is situated) . . .
. gy = number of unemployed youth .
VADA = vocational average daily attendance . . .
.ypM = vocational pupil minutes per week , :
o ws = work-study .funds v

e !
N
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ALABAMA ) -

. - ! .
1. DATA SELECTED:, | q
‘ ~ Secondary ' K > , - ' .
Level of Need: . L o
* e UR, delpressed -area, RYU, DR, number of low income chi]'d,ren\,

-~

vocational enrollment, LESA -

b ]

. : Ability to Raise Revenue:

Economic 'Index

’ Progra,m‘Qua'lity: : P
" Number of ?ew programs ’ .
' i’oéts’econdaﬁ _ | ., M
Level of Need: . T . | ) ’
s - .Number of high cost students, general enroliment, enro]'l;ne.nt .
o " ' Ability to Raise Revenue: | ) ‘
i ‘ ’ relative state vc;cationa'l fundi?i‘g . ' - q . %
2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORE : ‘ |
| 'SeconQarz : _ ) o .
-~ The'state ranks_gach e]i‘éip]a jﬂe;ipient"to'esgabliéh a priority .
for the distribution of funds. : The ranking is determined.for all -
federal funds, except ,SBgcia’r Disadvéﬁtag:ed, Nor:lf stuﬁ} -and Co- -
operative’ funds, as follows o }' X .
SR - T . ,' C ) ‘f ’ / o
: ' Eligible Recipient’s. -A‘ if not in depressed 3‘r'ea , :
) .. .Rank Value (ERRV) " "_\2 if in depre§sgdf-ar?a > X unemp'lﬁyment'raiz'e
| ' . Kx (1 + n_un'be:r:,of new progrimé) ) " M
' " “The e'li_‘gib'fé recipient’s g'ar;kiné for Spegia‘ll D’is)advantaggd, |

LT . P PO ¢ -
oy . AP . " - .
. . . - R, fo .. A .




N\ '. s | /

Work study, and Co-operétive Funds are computed as follows:

- s *

.
. - 4

. ERRVspec1aP ed = (ERRY) x (Rate’of Youth Unemployment) (1 + Rate of
’ ) » B o e Schoo1'Dr0pouts)

P ;. i . .
Postsecondary . ) , .

LN

‘The postsecondary institution total dollar entitlement is the
' ' \) sum of the state allocation and‘ Federal Vocational Educati

Sppp]ement (FVES). “The FVES is determined by calculating the fol-
4 s 3 ¢ -

' lowing factors: ) '
3

, Step 1: The Ability to Raise Revenue fictor (hereinafter ]’
refered to as "A") is” the relative state postsecondary™vocational
dollars expended in every service area.’ . .

/// ) e . - state;gbstse&ondggy yocational $/person for i

for each recipient 1, Xi % %5637 vocational dollar/person for i , ;

. 4

2

a1 ]

,
¢ I . Step 2: The concentrat1on of high cost students in each insti-
R ‘tution (B) 1s the xelative number of students rece1v1ng f1nanc1a1 P

: aid enrolled 1p the institution. .-

- B = Number of vocat1ona1 students nece1v1ng financial aid 11;'1nst1tut1on'
c Total # of postsecondary vocat1ona1 students reCe1v1ng financial aid
st . ' 1n state

. - ¢
*

A
. . . .
v, *

Step 3: The ehro11ment,concentration 1n vocationdﬁ _programs
¢ ’ (C) is. the ratio of vocational students enrol1ed to total students

e ,enro11ed R fﬁ'». fé':T ‘¥\ ;- ':%":;" Y b —




: . - ‘. j/wtudent FTE enro]]ed in voc-ed in i ~
for each recipient 1, Xj ¥ 4337 institutional FIE enrolled in 1

J . T ——

. c=X4 ' /
L X

N\

, ' Step 4: The need for vocational education is the relative

L 4

. .vocationdl education enrollment. ' . y

P = Institution's FTE vocational enrollment

"Total. FTE vocational enroklment in all
~ state two year”E§?1eges '

2 . N [y

. fRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLL:AR ALLOCATIONS: .

)Secondarz
After the d1str1cts have been ranked, the federa] funding

Tevel for each is determ1ned as a funct1on of the number of 1ow

) 31ncome children (LIF) in-thé area served the vocational enro]]ment
‘ grades 7-12 (VE)-and the eligible rec1p1ent s ab111ty to pay (AP) -
as defined by the Economic Index. The funds are then d1str1buted- PR
“1eve11ng up" fashion, with the top rank1 rec1p1ent rece1V$ng
their *otal reimbursement, then the next rankJngnheétpient; etc., ;' '
.unt11 all the funds are d1str1buted ‘ N ,' ‘ ;“ @

= Each eligible recipient’s (1) fund1ng level is gdetermined as fo]]ows: -

AT ¢

t.

_ /L, - LIE .\ fVE; e - P \ Maximum R
g ! - ’m1.n '+“‘l‘> .857> +( ax - Availabie :

‘ _ \FCray - Lilqi VE¢o ‘ AP s m1n1/ Percentage -

where "max" and "min" indicate the greatest and least amounts, res-

pectively, in any district in the state’ and "tot" is the state total - e -
el I 2 ] h [ ) ' -

a




L : : .

across all districts.. The maximum a]]oyab]e'percentage is the

3

maximum percentage of an-eligible recipient's budget request that

[-Sales tax paid in county-c -

/

can come from ‘the federa] government, 1eav1ng “the amount required
\
by regulation for state and local maintenance of effort .

The Abitity to Pay is equal to the Economic Index, which is

calculated for each school district d as follows:

Economi¢ "Index for school districtd =.

¢

Enroliment in school district d

Economic Index for county ¢ X <Torat enroTiment in “county ¢

L O . Lo

Economic, Index for county ¢ =

X6 ., s

Sales tax paid in state
+ Value of automobﬁ1e~1icenses‘in'county c
Value of automobile licenses in state

+‘Asse$sed=va1ue~oé pob1ic utilities in:county ¢
A%sesseq value ot%pubTic utilities 1n state

+ Personal Income Tgi'gaid in’ caunty ¢ .
Personal Income’ Tax paid. i state

+ Value added by masufacturing in county ¢
YValue added by ma?ufacturing in state

+ Value of farm pnoéucts in county ¢
Value of farm products in state

X 1

The above computat1on is us€3\¢w1ce once for the reou1ar

fund rank1ng and again_for the bpec1a1 D19advantaged, wonk study




-

.

. LESA age 15 £ 24~  LESA age 15 - 24 .in district , federal dis-
Total State .pop~ X. total state LESA population X se ast g ?unds
ulation age 15-24 - "~ age 15 - 24 -

. * 1 3
The total allocated to each district. is deducted from the
k Disadvantaged Setaside Funds. >% . ‘ .
'“ -
" .. Postsecondary A . .

The Federal.Vocational Educatypn Supplement. (FVES) for each

* institution is calculated asythe sum of various factors described
L]

above, multiplied by the total federal o1Tars budgeted for post- ‘

secondary institutions. ' -

»

FVES ( 304 + .30B + .25C + 150) x funds available -

A,B,C, and D as def1ned above. o _— g

COMMENTS ON THE ALABAMA PROCEDURE :
' Step 1: No Comments. . - . ) | b
" 'Step.2: Secondarz- i} There 1s‘}o definition for depressed area.
11) At the secondary’]eve] A]abama uses the Non-ProceduQal\Ep1nt Scale
Method of data transformat1op “which is non-cont1nuous. ' -

Postsecondary i) The type of student rece1v1ng f1nanc1a1 aid

used 1n dete J'?ﬁng the concentrat1on of h1gh cost students is described
<dn.the state plan. 14} The def1n1t1on of "persons"\hsed in the denom1nator
of calculating the ability tq ra1se ‘revenue is not g1ven; iii) At the

\e/‘postsecondary,Jeveﬂ,.A]abéha'uses the Prdﬁdrtibn‘ot Total method- of data
tradsfo}matton;,which-is continuous.. S o -
Step 3: Sedpndarz i) The “leveling up" method-foe-rejmbursement

» - . . - .
[] ¥ 4 . ’
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might deny partial reimbursement, to ready a deserving district.

The maximum aTlowable percentage factor is based on the original _funding

level requestéd-by each eligible recipient.

\

i{)

Inclusion of this factor

in the formula could induce inflated requests by recipients; thus, this

variable is considered malleable. iii) There is no reason'given for

deflating the vocational enro]]ment ratio by .857. iV) A]abama uses -

-

secondaryilgve'l / . . _ ;

the re1mbursement rate equat1on method of funds d1str1but:on of the

Postsecondagx» 15 Thg.reaéans for., the varying weights applied to

each factor are not exp]ained.

method of-funds distribution at the postsecondary 1eve1

»
-

The vecational education funds are distributed as Toljows:

a) The above formula apply to funds\from Subparts 2,3, and 5.

ii ) Alabama uses the weighted po1nts

-~

b) Subpart 4 Fundsaredistributed by the above formula, with additional

points given at the discretion of the evaluators. This

restricts the number:Gf programs funded gbecause the amount of Subpart

- - s
P ¢,

in the distribution of these monies must-be considered malleable.
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4 fuﬁds aﬁ]ocated tq'phe state is small. Nonefhe1ess, the criteria used
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DATA SELECTED:

1.

o

&

' Level of Need:

1. The percentage of students served who are handicapped
. ' s - . . 7 /
|or disadvantageds

]

2. The school dropout rate or youth unemployment rate. .

A

3. For LEAs: The concentration of low income families.

For other eligible recipients:’ Cenﬁentration of handi- - -

)
_ capped, low income, and LESA students:

Abilitv to éa1se Revenue'

4. Relative Ab111ty to Pay (not clearly def1ned in state plan)
Ouality of Programs

5. whether program is designed to meet emerging manpoqfr needs

in local area.

6. Likelihood that program will.fulfill goals sét out in

- Five-Year Plan. . .

hd a~

7. Whether past progrgﬁ eva]uatlons have been used to develop
.- A

th1s proposa] and whether proposal 1nc1udes a se]f—eva]uat1on

a procedure. ' r ' .

8. Whether the following qroups were consu1ted in' drawing up

the proposa1 local vocatiokal educat1ona1 adv1sory committees,

, the local community, the popul

' :9: whether proposed act1v1t1es can ta

-_period specified..

hd 4
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Other Griteria

- ' 101~ Whether the.fo1lowing budget requirements are met:

a. budget is ba]anced .

b. :derﬁvat1ons of the amgunts reques ted are explained
c. sources of alT funds to be used\are spec1f1ed
d. amount of requested funds that wou]d be used

specifically for students with spec1a1 problems s -

-

A e — .—specified - ‘ ¢

e, budget meets maintenance of effort(requiremenc

v TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES

Sl ' For each of the above 10 crlterla each eligible rec1p1ent'

v rece1ves a score, but there is no exp1anat1on of a procedure by

.+ ¢ which tnxsl1s done. , c e : - - o
T3, TRANSFORMATION OF POINT ‘SCORES INTOZDOLLAR ALLOCATIONS: =

- T . Unspeci$ied. ) : .’ ' (/s . 4 '
"’ commsﬂ?s ON. ALASKA'S PROCEDURE v

» -

. . 'Step 1:. For criterion 2, it is unclear whether the schoo] dropout rate o

o 4 or the youth unenp]oyment ratg is used., Cr1ter1a h 5,6, 7,

- Data . .

oy A .0 i .
. ‘l_p_ézgg;g___ynspec1f1ed Method. = ~ :z .
" 'Step-3: “Unspecified Method. B L ST '

¢ - . , L . -

" This entige‘procedure is extrem§!§ va%ue

”

R s
8, 9, and 10 are vaguely defined and are, ther&ore, Malleable.




ARKANSAS

- ‘ . Y A
_ 1. . DATA SELECTED: - ’
B ' " _LE_AE_ ,, " . .’d' -
[ . Data are col]e::ee for each e11g1b1e reC1pient on five criteria, ‘6 .
- however, the exact measures used are not specified: ’
. L Ability to Raise Revenue )
s - - Ability to provide resources (not c1ear1y dcf1ned in state plan)
- -~ - ﬁﬁua]i%y of Programs L. %
o impact of’ programs on employment - — ‘ e
De§ree of personne] (referring to 1eve1 of educat1on atta1ned by
teachers within the LEA) .-
. - \ .

Jnst1tut10ns other than LEAs

} : 4

— to d1str1bute funds to these e11g1b1e recipients.

As far as we were able to determ1ne, Arkansas does not use a formu1a

: - 2; LLF‘!'ANSFORMAIION OF DATA” INTC' POINT SCORES; -
EAs: . - . T = P
: R . For e&tch of’the five cr1teria 11sted in Step A, each eligible
29 T g;~ rec1p:eqt as assagned a score of beiween 0 and 26 po1nts These
~ . *
. . k w111 nereafher-be .referred, to as AP , LIF , IE DH , and DP
The proeedore'by whrch these scores are determ1ned is no
- " explained. A 31?33 - . 3: L o
3. TRANSFORMATION OF PBINT SCDRESw&NTO DOLLAR ALLOCAIIONS ) ”
o LEAsr . ST ] 1
. o " For each. e]igTb]e recip1ent ds a reimhursemeof.rate, 7, 4s caleplatedt [
| 2 2‘,5 APy + §LIF, + 411—:d y 20Hd° + Py Q
B Tt e ’
L. , 5 x 44, 2 , \
h ' .ﬁ‘\'rn theory, the mean value of Z wi]] be 1 0 ‘ "
e Tl e o
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Programs Fundable Under Subparts 2,3, or 5:

.
RR235,d = Zd x 53.5
Programs Fundable Under Subpart 4: ' -
,RR4,d= Zd x 9805 R b —

(The OF has required Arkansas fo rev1se the Subpart 4
procedure for FY. 80) ' .

If there are not suffic1ent federal funds to reimburse eligible
. .

. recipients at these rates, state funds will be used to make up the
difference. ° ' o
- <

e COMMENTS ON THE ARKANSAS PROCEDURE:

Step 1: The plan is extremely vague as to what is- be1ng measured

: . Data used are *malleable.”

ALY
N

. . Step 2: An UnSpec1f1ed Method is used here. ~

-

Step 3:, The procedure here is conceptdal]y edtgxa1ent to “the.
0'.0

» ¥ j
. . Reimbursement Rate Equat1 on, Method,a:— \‘ig;, PR .
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i ‘ ARIZONA | i

. - - ¢
1. DATA SELECTED: ' ’ “
Secondary (LEAs) ' i ‘ . -
e, UR, AV, DE, ADM h - - -
, Postsecondary ‘ ;t
’ "PD, UR, AV, LIF, E (full time quiva]ent) - TR . |
yCounties: %
~ pD,UR, AV, LTF, AOM : N |
Youth in Poverty:. - ) ‘ e -
" PD, UR, POP (percent aged 16 - 21 by coungy§ ) ‘ :
. . . |
Add1t1ona{ data are co11ected from all applicants on need for
pro;ect target pOpulat1ons to be served, 11nkaqes of project ™
:-w1th CETA, how project helps overcome sex stereotyp1ng, whether .'
‘ projeet ineorporates goals statements and procedures for evaluation.
. A11 of the above data are obteined from a check]i;} to be marked
-

“"yes" or "no." ,Additfonal data are also co]]ecteqlon a "newness
factdr," inditating whether the project is new to eiate, new to
county, new to district, or new to the give; school.

2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES: ~ -

In Ari%ona, catégories of 120, 134, 140, and 150 funds appear
to be d1str1buted a11 on, the basis of project applications’. Review
of proaects‘@ékes p1ace in three main stages. Transformation of
‘data into p01nt scores occurs mainly in Staoe 1. » L

\ o

‘a) Techn1ca1 Review On the basis of a “yes," "no" .checklist

‘dea1ing with need, target groups sq;yed statement of goals, ‘etc’
<
o . 'y L . ‘ /’,‘ ,

» .
~N .
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(§oe'abowe), projects .are awarded points up to a maximum of 100 "
~ b) Economic Q#pre351on: This is-a county wide measure. Max1mum
' po1nts are thirty.

e coﬁnty in 1977 be]ow Eoverty 1eve1 and average local area unemp]oyment

-

The measure is based on percent of fam111es in the

rates in county in 1978. Each measure has asca]e runn1ng from 15

for the county w1th the highest percentages to 4 for the county w1th

-

the ]owest Econom1cs depress1on 1ndex is the sum of- these two
- scales. - E
- jc) , Ngwness Factor. ‘Points are awarded under the fgllowing
-, A scale: A o ’
- . New to State. 30 points: - .«
i . . New to County 20 points /A\D
" . New to District 10 points
New to School S5 points
. [
o ' ' I S _ .
3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO ‘DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS: 7
" For each 'project application, the sum is taken of points
;eorned under Téchnica] Review, Econonic Dep&eséion and Newnesé .
, « Factor. ProJects scoring 60 and below are not cons1dered for *
. ¢ i~ \ we . LY
%@ ’ funding. The, rema1nder enter stagQ 2 . ~z' " -
N : .

’Four schedules are estab]ished as fofTon:

—_— "’- . ) . . ‘ ‘ »
’ “ ',c ’ ’ “ '
Schedule 1 N Secondary RS -
_ Schedule 11 ‘Communi ty- Colleges (Postsecondary)
co " Schedule II1, . -, Counties . . S
“ Sghedu]e v \ Youth 1anoverty , . v
Projects in these schedules are rankéd in three groups A, By and
,C on “the bas1s of a "need" factors ' ’

For secondary proaects, Schedu]e I; the need factor is -

£

L

o

L]
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L - * *
. . . 1
. ' ’ x \(:'4
i 4 v, . %
< L4

“« " Schedule IV, Youth in_Poverty uses a ‘need factor of the .

3

Full,Time Equivalent Studénts'

. AV " N 1
High School ADM

%° Needy Students

e

Needy students are counted on the basis of data from the hot lunch

program. Group A’ 1nc1udes the 56 most needy d1str1cts, Group B -

the. next 21 and Group the rema1n1ng 7. - o .

In Schedule 11y Commun1ty Co]]eqes (Postsecondary) the need
factor is. « ) ~ . .

or
«

AV .- . ]
% Needy FamiTies

"Needy fam111es presumab]y,1s a count qf fam111es below poverty

level 1n the county. The five neediest commun1ty colleges compr1se Group .

®

A, the next two needlest comprise Group B, and the rema1n1no two, Group C

L N

Schedu]e III Count1es, #s.basically similar ‘to Schedulg II. T

Group A 1nc1udes e]ght ‘counties, B has four and € has two.

.county's percent of total persons aged 16 - 21 in state.in 1978.

_ Nine counties are in Group A, three in B, and two in C.

Regirdless 'of schedule, sixty-five percent of available
.money is ass1gned to Group A, twenty-five percent to Group B and
_ten percent- to Group C. That is, Group A of Schedule I is e11g1b1e
for 65 percent of the total of funds allocated to Schedule I pro-
jects, and Group A of Schedule II is 11kew1se e1ig1b1e for 65

.

_percent of Schedu]e 11 money , etc

Stage 3 of funds d1str1but1on applies adm1n1strat1ve d1scretion

.,

'The annual state pian, states: "the funding officers will

determine, according to the ‘above procedure, the final distribution

K]

I's
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w L 3
e e B
‘of 4Funds- to these approved projects (Lﬁe;s) " (Aqizona Arnual Plan
FY 1980,. p> 76). - N
COMMENTS ON THE ARIZONA PROCEDURE: .
bedu]es -

It is not cledr how the allocation of funds to S
I, 11, 111, and 'Iv,i’s made, that is, how much federal rhonéy is put on
projects in high schools %e]atj’ve \to‘ projects a‘dministéred by comfunity
colleges and other e]i_gib'le recipients. Gené'ra]]y“, the procedures for
allocating funds are not well specified. They abpedr arbitrar); and sukiject

to considerable discretion on -the,(pért of administrators and evaluators.
. r ‘) 9 v
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CALIFORNIA - -

DATA SELECTED:

Secondary IQ§;itutions:

Level of Nee‘d :\

ADA, AFDC\ CHAQA, HE, LESA, VADA

. Ability to Rais® Revenue:
AV '

7

Comm&nﬁty-Cbi]gges:

Léve1 of Need:-

ADA, CHE, DVE, LIF, VADA, U
Abitity to Raise Revenue:
AV per AR’

2. TRANSFORMATION . OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES:

" a. Secondary Level Eligible Recipients:

4

- & . - .
For each secondary eligible recipient (district) d, the following

scoreé are determined:

ADA

r

d

_ State total secondary ADA
v

A *
DA4

AFDCd

State total AFDC
' te

*-
AFDC 4

. State Average.(AV/ADA)

O

(

al
-, distric

AVd/ADAd ‘

o

97

'_8'5_;‘“

Stage‘Averaﬁe(AV/ADA

» 1
Z

1 secondary AV, /ADA,

ts i(including d)

o
\

)




"
LESAd

*

VADA

<

- ~
ADAd 1 '
AVd \ n : ADA_i
, ali secondény‘
1\ districts i AV, .
» N+ (including d) | ‘
where n = murber of secondary, districts
= & cHADAd -

Total State Secondary CHADA |

2

4

» -

Total State Secondary HEu

HEd . : :’

-

Q ' ?

LESAd )
Total State: LESA . )

-

) VADAd
Total State Secondary VADA

’ Q¥ Community Co]]éges: ‘ U
AVZ = -State Average AV/ADA .
! AVC/ADAC , ~
' v
Z . State Average (AV/ADA)
S all coummunity colleges . .Avj/ADAj

~j (including c)

j (1nc‘iud\1{C)

~ -

-86:98




- : ~ A -

7

»

where m = number of community colleges in staté

C A

\ CHE: = . * CHEC

State total community college CHE

o ok DVE .

(JVEc = . C R -
. State total cgmnunity college DVE
* / ‘
LIF’* . .=' ’ LI’F : ——.
\- ¢ State total) corrmumty college LIF
. ’ _
* .- - ~
Uc/ \= UC:

State total community college area U

T VADA - -
VADAC = C \
: State total community college VADA

£

3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES 'INTO’ DOLLAR AL’LOCATdes:

‘4, \A'I'Iocatwns to Secondary Leve'l Eligible Recipients
. \ \\ A separate for'mu'la is used for each .of § funding categories
1

- : “ll.  Regular Program Fund‘s Distribution

s . . o \

L ‘ For each. eHgib'le recipient’d find Wy. '

. .
-

Sgu'lar ‘Program T . o,
ds available 7} x .17 ADAd + .25 AFDCd.
for\secondary use ‘. . C ¥
< ’ \

3 o ‘ 1 . ' i *' . , * . v
, P + .20 Ay’; + .20 LESAg + .17 VADAd] - ®

~
J .
- M . .
et \ .
|
»




) [
A If'ud < $6,000, then the allotation of regular '
~ program funds to'e1igib1e:fecipient d (ALrp‘d) is $0. - e
v . :j ] [ N )
. Alf Wy z;$§,000, then.ALrp;d=wd-
. ALrp d for FY79 is noE'to’exceed'130% of the value
& . LA . - . v, ? . . ,
. of ALrp,d for FY78.
2.; Disadvantaged Set-Aside Distribéition e ' ' ~
4 Lt . . s , e
For each eligib1g recipient d find Xj.
Disadvantagdd Set-aside\ . . ° o :
X4 = | funds available for X .30 AFDC*; + .26 AVY
secondary use ‘ . . g
+ .20 LESAY + ~ .24 VADAE] Co e
N . \‘
i - _ .
‘ RURFIS $3,000, then the allocation of disadvantaged.
_ set-aside funds to eligible recipient d (AL&E d)»is $0. '
g | . = . .
A If Xd 2 $3,000, then ALdsLa Xd. . .
3. Spécia] Disadvantaged Funds Distribution o T N
For each e]fgib]e‘recipient'ﬁ fund ;. N
* [special Disadvantaged o s
Zy= . funds availablé for | X .30 AFDCY ¢ .26 AVE .
. _\secondary use - . Lo
.+ .20 LESA} + .24 VADAE] ( o
L : \ N\ : . T
. : ’ b - 2
. - If 2, < $3,000, then ALSd_’d (sd = speci?1 deadvant@ggd)*
iiigé $0. '
T I'f ZdGZ $3,000, _then ALsd,d = Zd.
4
-88- .- -
1100




. Handaéapped funds Distribution
For each eligibie recipient d, find A,
' i . Handicapped Funds) - o .
‘ A = |available Yor x |.25 AFDCY + .2 AVY
secondary use
, 53 # T * *
+ .17 HEE + .20 LESAd + .1? VADA;]

. .
. . . - ] /

5. Consumer and Homemaking Funds DistFtbution

For each eligible recipient d, find 8.

\ ,
Consumer ¥nd Home- : . o
\ By = making funds avail- x .25 ADA; + .25 AFDC,

' ‘\able for secondary, .use " )

- . ' . . . &
. s 21 AV® + .20 LESA. + .17 CHADA,
N 21 AV + .20 LESRy + .17 CHADA
. If By < $1,000, themALyy (ch = coneumer and '

4

homemak1ng) is $0. - .
If Bd 51 000, then AL ch,d Bd?

AL, d for FY79 is not. to *exceed 13_0'} of the 'ALch’d’

. . figure for FY78. L a

b, A11ocat1ons to Communi ty Co]]eges

A separate formula. is used for each of 5 funding categories

,
. .
® ) 1. Regu]ar “Program Funds Disxribut1on
. \ For each community college ¢,
; . f . [ Regular Program Funds T . .
- ALr /c .= | available for x |.23 AVc + .50 LIFc
< e P Community colleges - ) _ '

J
@ S

) \ 4 05 UF o+ 22.'VADA* ' 2
' -t 05U y N S '

-~




S T : .t .
v . -

' 2, Disadvantaged Set-Aside Distribution

For.each community college ¢,

: ' ] Disadvantaged set-aside ' . ..
£ ALy . = | funds available for )" x L23AV. - e
: *¢« \ community colleges ; ¢

~

"~ ‘ ) . * N . v
. L+ 220N+ SOLIFC + .05 UF]
. ) ,’ / .. \ toe . ) 1 2% *
t . 3 Special Disadvantaged Funds Distribution '«

For each community college 'C., l : q

> ‘N - [ special. Disadvantaged.)- *‘ *
ALsd c funds available for ‘%, |23 AVc + .22 DV£C
i community colleges . '

-

: * *
+ .50 LIFC + .GS‘UC]

OR $17,000, whichever is greater. .

Y

- 4{ ;Handicappe.d ‘Funds Distribution

For each cormunity college c,

o _— . {Handicapped Funds \ S | .
. CAL g s available for J x [.23AV, + .50 LIF,
‘ i \ community colleges T

. T AN o D ' ’
- ' * A * .
X . + .05y, + .22 YA-DAC]\) o

. B i
'd -

. . 5, Consumer .and Homemaking Funds Distribution .
" . "o ® . % . i
For each community college c, : ¢
T . Consumer and Homemaking . o
. AL, . = | funds avajlable for x [.23AV. + 132 CHE.
o - \community colleges , T C
- - * * x|, ) )
+, | .088 QVE. + 50 LIF. .+ .05 Uc] §
[} . w . .
» ' ’ .
‘ B ‘/I‘
Q -90- ~ . ' .
ERIC - “102 -
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"COMMENTS ON THE CALIFORNIA PROCEDURE . * S , -
Step 1: No Malleable Data Used. ‘ . e
Step 2: Cont1nuous Methods Used. -~ ' ' | . L
Step 3:1)NPM Used. Use of the following scores may cause 1nequ1t1es o .

in the distribution of funds s1qce they do not limit themselves
* 7 ™ tg reflecting -the number of vocational students served, but -
" count general education students-as well:
.* * * *‘ ~ . .
ADAS, AFDC , HE , LESA - L
- ii) Use of the following scores ﬁay‘cause inéquities.since“they ¢
' are based not Just upon tQS character1st1cs of the vocat1ona1
student body, but Yather upon the'bopu1at1on as a who1e '
L * * > . ’
UL LIF - _
« i11) Use of the following score may cause inequities since it does
not reflect the number of students served by an eligible
. ﬁ - . .
* recipient: - . . T
o o e )
' iv) Aside from*AV*, no score was adjusted for differences in ability (
to pay. a
« V) Although very prec1se'we1ghts are emp1oyed the p1an does not
. exp1a1n how these weights were determined. . il
> 3 .o ' , -
X N ‘ / -
4 ~ «
2 ) Coa
. ' e
"9]" . ] ,ﬁ ~

o/

7

=

e
t
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-
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1. DATA SELECTED: = . . - . ' 4

First, for each e1igib1e“recipient it is determined whether it

serves: ‘ ; _
- ' < ﬁ

. .a):‘ an economica11y d1sadvantaged area and/on\ s
b). an area “with a “h1gh“ rate of unemployment

(high unemployment is not defined)

Q

& vc . . M QQ

Secondaty Inst1tut1ons

<,

Leve1 of Need \
LIF, F, DR, RYU, AE
AbT]ity°to Raise Revenue: ‘
AV per Attendance Entitlement
Pbstsebondary and Ndu]tiProqrms af SFate Supported Institutions:

Level 6f Need:

\ FTE, DE, WE, RYU, OR, PC ‘

' Postsecondary and Adult Programs at D1str1ct Jun1or ColTeqges:

ievel of Need o . s
FTE, DE, HE, RYU, DR

Ability %B Raise Révenue:

AV per FTE

2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES:

Secondary Institutions: Ca

Each eligible recipient d is assigned point scores 3ccord1ng to

" the following tables (see next page): '

. \. v

~

92




. y
~ . \ . < .
' . hel ~ -
. - M - .
o > . 8
- N - - - .
R .
. ’ -
,
.

] I\Vd/AEd .
. - " State Average (AV/AE) - - Relative Fipancia'l.Ab‘i'th P0'in1:s;d
. 3 . .‘25 .‘v 0.62 , . "l - .
- . - .
» ~ ¢ / . . -
/ K ¢63"'>]:w B '- 2\ o -
¢ Y. 10179, .80 () R 3 '
, 1.41-178 T 4K e
1.79 and above . - v_ s e
LIF /F -
~ ddg Low Iricome Pamily Points , -
; 02-.08 ... 5 k N
' -7 . * ,,""
N .96 - .099 & »
5 . - : ‘ .
. 10-.149 . C3 P .
N T - I R T
.20 and above o, SRNEEE N
‘\ L4 ) * . . . -
) Tatal Points, = Relative Financial Ability Po‘inFsd + Low Income  _
Family Pof n1:s‘(‘j g B
'
o Postse;ondary and Adult Programs
@ ~
Each $tate Supported Inst1tut1on is assigned points. according to
RE ) the fE)'l'Iowin_g tabTes: - . T
Yoo - ) B —
) .“ ‘\\ F-LE o / e
. PC./ : . ; .
s 7S . “Relative Cost Points_ ’
° . $10600 -"1500/7 ] 1 ‘
$1501 = 2000 ) ' 22 - -
. AN ) ~
. 52000- 3000 ) L3 . o ro
~ : " $3000 and above 4 s
. k. ~ . A
\
' -93- ,
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PPN
-

FTE, v o 3
_ Disadvanta%ed anq Hand;i capped PointsS
»+.30 - 1.0 - 1 h
6 - .29
.06.- .15
0 - .05 :

o~

Total Points = Rg]gtive Cost Pointss_+ Disadvantaged

and Handicapped Pointsg

.

Each District Co]f%ge ¢ is assigned point scores according to
the following tables: . l A
AVC/‘FTEc

Relative Financial Abi}{%y’Poihtsc

0 - $100,000 \ , } )
$100,001 - $300,000 2
- $300,001 - ’$400¢Q00 -3
_ 5400,601 and above ' 4

14

»

"

DEc + HEc

FTE,

Disadvantaged and Handicapped Pointsc .

30 -1.0 - .
6 - .29 :
06 - .15
0 - .05

-

l Total Pointsc = Relative Financial Ability Pointsc + Disadvantaged
, and Handicapped Points c

.
v, "
»”

AT .

[
106 o
3
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3. TRANSFORMATION’ OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS: o :

Stép 1. .Deteamine(va1ye of reimburseggnt rate, r,"for each,

() . -eligible rec1pient ; t / ) . ‘
' oo Secondary Institutions o ’ , ¢ . g\i:
RPN
: . For eﬁch e]igib]e rec1pient d, r is read from the fo]low1no N
Y ) ) _ o
i 1_' S taﬁ]ecm . ~ ‘ .' 7 - ) . o
“o N B : . .
N Total Pointsy .~ - rq o+ N
’ ¢ } |‘\\ > — < — - . 3
- A 10, 34 :
<N - : 9 36 v
" - 8 . 38 N ® =
‘o . 7 .Y [ ) 40 ey *
* 6 42 »
g N 5 44. @ .
‘ 4 46
L) 3 ,48 v -
N .2 50
- ] . & "
. Y v oL L -
o ' ‘ : ", » i
.\f _ Post§eéondary and Adult Programs:
~ For each eligible rec1p1ent S (State Supported Institution)
or ¢ (Distr1ct Communty Cdlleqe), r is read from the fo]]owing .
table. R "t
- ‘ ‘ ‘.
H ' X - -
) | Tota1 PomtsS orc f ‘Ts or ¢ - '
. ? S, .. ~' «
: 2 58 o .
.3 55 ’
-~ S s 52
T .5 - A 49
T~ 6 46
7 ‘ 43
. ‘8, T 40 ’
) !
-95.° U '
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'Sfeg 2. ' For each e11g1b1e recip1ent x ‘is a secondary
e]ig1b1e rec1p1ent d, 2 state supported. inst1tut1on S, T

or a d1str1ctfjun1or'co11ege, C, rejmbursement rates are

3

assfaned as follows: ‘

. ' , ¥
If’YU; >'average YU set yu, = 1, otherwise yn =0

.

. ff DR > average DR‘ set dr =-1, othen~1se dr -,0:)
. If X ig ecenom1ca11y depressed set ed = ;0, otherw1se'set

. B .edx=0 .

- .
. . T .
.

If X has a "high" rate of- unemployment, set hu- 30 otherwise
A . sethux?O

v B
s B

If any of the ﬁg]]owing-iypes of progrems are fo; the buﬁpqsé of

L4

-

meeting new and emerging manpower needs, then the value of RR for

- that program is increased py 10 above the amount determined

" below: N

Work Study Prggrams SN
RRWS « Tt 10yu + 20dr; +ed, + hu, |

(ys = workestudy) ) \ . ‘ _
. Handicghpeg dnd Disadvantaded Prqdreds: 3 . X
RRyg x =Ty * 25+ ed, + huy T \
fdooperative Prog}amsf . I
h Rﬁco,x = rx‘+ 8yux + 20dr%-+ edx + hux : -

Special Disadvantaged Programs:

‘ Rde,x = g‘x"+‘40yux + 60drx + edx_+ hux .
R .y
Displaced ‘Homemaker Programs: o &
Ry =Tyt ted vhu L ' \

: : ‘;gSL

’.
1 ()5«




Support Services for women

— . . &
Rst,x =Ty + 60+ ed + hu
Other Programs: ° - ] »
RRo,x =r, + edx-+ hux . | . :

~

If the total federal funds are not sufficient to reimburse eligib1e
recipients at these rates, then the rates are decreased propor- .,
tionately until-reimbursing at the neW‘rafEs exhausts the

available federal funds. . N

It

" COMMENTS ON THE COLORADO PROCEDURE N

Step 1:1)No criterfon is given def1n1ng an econom1ca11y depressed
area. Determ1naf1on of whethes an area is econom1ca11y

depressed could be made subjectively as far as we know.

—

'q!F ii) No criterion is given defining "high" unemp]oyment.' Deter-
mination of whether an area has a high rate of unemployment

could be made subjectibe]y as far as we Know. |
AN

iii) The value.of the variable PC (program cost) might be sub-
jectively determined. The-gvﬁteria for determining why
one institution's cost per student should be allowed to be

higher than that of anotheﬁ institution are not given.

iv) A]] other data are Non-MalJeable. .

Step 2: The Non-Procedural Point Scale Method, a Non-Cont1nuous Method, is
used.

Step 3: 1)It is not clear whether Colorado performs Step C exactly as.
shown dn this ‘report because the description of the pro-

cedure given in-the Colorado. Annual and Five Year Plan '78 - '82

’

and a clarification of this description by one Colorado '

Ty

v
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off1c1a1 are in conf11ct with an exp1anat1on g1ven to us by

another Colorado offﬁcia1 The po1nt of conf11ct is whether

" the reimbursement rateé'RR are the~prec1se reimbursement rates

used or whether they are the maximum rates that could be used.
R —

For example, it the case of’a«work-study program, it is not clear
whether eligible ret%pieht x will be reimbursed‘dt a rate exatt1y

equal to ﬁRws,i or at a rate that'is greater than or equal to r, )
but Jess than or equal to RRys , x .

If it is true that the values of RR only represent maximum
rates of réimbursement at which eligible recipients could be but
are not necessarily funded, then this leaves unspecified the manner

*in whichtanbe11§ib1e'reeipient's retes of reimbursement are deter:
mined. This suégests fhat the reimbursement rates are subjectively
lchosenzfrom some objectiye1y‘determined range of acceptab1eﬂrates.
In addition, there are the 6rob1ems associated with the fact that
the procedure for determining the values of RR ig conceptﬁh11y

v

_equivalent to the Tabular Method.

-~

i) Use of the following datq‘may cause 1nequ1t1es, because

they ref1ect not on1y the number of vocational students, served but

also the number of general education students served:'FTE,.DE, HE.
i11) Use of the fotlowing data may cause inequities in the Qi§¥

_tribution of funds, because they reflect the characteristics of the -

population as a whole rgther than the characteristics of the persons

who actua1]y recefye vocational education: LIF, F, DR, RYU.




’ Use of the fq\10w1ng data may cause 1nequ1t1es since they reflect
not just the number of vocational students served but also the number
of general education students served as we11.

> FTE; DE, HE .

c*\ .

. Use of the.following data may cause 1nequ1t1es 1n the distribution
of funds since they ref1ect the characterist1cs of the population as 2

R .

who1e rather tha just the characteristics of the persons who actua]]y

~
rece1ve yocational edu

LIF F DR RYU e

I
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, CONNECTICUT \ =

- 1. DATA SELECTED: ‘ ‘ . _ : ~
LEAS: ) ‘ ' o

~ : Level of Need .

ADM, POP , TAFDC, LIF, UR (POP is based on 1970 Census?

-
-~ -

- Ability,to Raise Revenue

AV, POF , MFI (MFI is based on 1970 Census)
Fy . .
(note; In Connecticut AV is called Equalized Net §rand List). .

Local Effort '

~ " LEE, AV ‘ A
. .

. Postsecondary Institutions: b
= Abitity to éay' ﬁu \ !
L4 \\\ \ .

SFE, FIE NGRS : )

Level of Need

LIF, UR T o . /

.2 TRANSFORMATION ér— DATA INFO POINT SCORES: ’ \
LEAs: S | -
For each LEA 2, calculate the foT}owing scores:
g Size Score adjusted for Ability to Pay and Tax Effort
. Step 1. Find the ability to pay factor AP.for each LEA. .
T : ‘ AP, = %" v State WFI '

* <£> . (Note that‘abilitj\to pay is determined in terms of both property
. value and income) :

S 112

4

- v." LA ) \\.-]00-\. . \
Lo b o cor N . . ‘ .




2 . ’ . .
< . -
- s
- vy .
- . . .
S ‘ + 4 ’ ~
- .
~ - - ¢ . - 4
. . - .

»

.y Step 2. Find the highest\ggi;ijed value of AP and call it’
A . : AP, (W= weaTthiest)~_ ) '
‘ ‘Step 3.
. - g
o ' 4EE
, xﬂ = (ADMy+, §9+ CA;DCQ) x (AP, --AR ) X mr"\ : .
Unadjusted size ,,abifity to pay tax effort
. ] factor : : adjustment adjustment
\\\x\\\ . factor - sfactor
' oo, Step 4. -Adjusted Size Score a“ Coe
. \ * _ X
, Sy ==&
- X ? e
2 . ) all LEAs

Low Income Score

e

LiF, = 1R
State LIF

Unemployment Score

- N d o, . : . s .
. wy = _ R \
) 2 Wy
i all LEAs
1
~ . ’ O

Postsecondary Institutions: . .

" For each postsecondary institution C (for college), calculate the
following scores: ) N

State Funding Expenditures Score

. d ' . * - VC
o . SFEc'u: _
2V . |
all postsec. . , . -
institutions ) . . -
' . where V_ = SFE N e L
. Q ¢ ¢ ’ .
ERIC - 113 N
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State LIF *

LY

Unemployment Score

’ : UR. :
* ’ 5
.. W, =_° '
(of Y cp—— R

= w

~ all postec. .

institutionsj‘ ! ;

LEAs : o

Federal funds
ALm 0 = available for
el LEAs

] ' ‘
Postsecondary Institutions:.

Federal funds
available for X
Postsecondary
Institutions

Atm,c =

. »
r
-

COMMENTS ON CONNECTiCUT'S PRQCEDURE:

Step 3:_The Neiahted Points Method 19 dsed.

S 02114

*
(:34 SFEc

‘.

L)

: ¢ . L
. 3. . TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS:

. ’ *
¥ .33 LIF,

~e

. * ' * *
X~ (:50 Sp + .49 LIFg-+ .10 URy)

L

[

A

.
AREER N

i) The use of the following scores may Tead to an ﬁqequit‘e dlstmbutwn.

of funds because they are based not just upon ‘the characteristics of the

+

- Step 1 No Malleable Data Used
The usé of 1970 census data on population and 1ncomes may be -
f inappropriate if there have been s1gn1f1cant gemogr;ph1c
changés since 1970. @: . o
Step 2: A1l methods are Continuods.. -

<7




-

PR . . o ﬁ,
- vocat1ona1 student body, th rather upon. the,popu]at1on as a s.ﬁjea
- *. - . . @
‘ S LIF : UR IS BN ’
[y N . - . ‘,
An add1tiona1 problem arises because th1s score is T~

based on the.unemployment rate rather than the number of unemp1oyed
n S pgrggg_, As it.stands, this formu]a wi]1 gTve “the" same number of dollars ,
""to two eligible recipients with the same unemployment\gitgfeven if one. -
of them is larger th;n the other,'thereby having more uhemp1oyed‘pg£§§g§
NE o ‘ (assum1ng that the other factors SQ and LIFQ are he1d constant). The® ‘

11ke1y effec% w111 be to arb1trar11y give more do11ars pe¢ student to

small communities than to 1arge communities.

v

- $.
111) In the Postsecondary Formu]a, ab111ty to pay is defined ‘in terms of

the number of State do11ars an institution receives. (as ref1ected by SFE ).

~ - - The greater thel a]loca‘t"on of State funds, the greatero’che aHocaaon of

- ’.' ) federa1 funds will*be. The appropriateness of th1s will depend on the °
~ fairness of the distribution of State funds. If in the distributjon of

State funds some institutions are unfairly favored over others, then these

® favored 1nst1tut1ons w111 a1so be at an unfair advantage in the d1stribut1on .

of federal funds. I Con cticut uses a formula for. dfstrabut1n§ the 4

State,funds, i},shou]d be shown in the State Plan since.that formu'ls3 if o
it exists, determines SFE* whith in turn determines tha al&ocation of

- federal funds. ' T ’ 4

//dv) Connecticut determ1nes abi]ity to pay on the bas1s of property wea1th

and income. As previous]y discussed," “this _method is more des1reab1e than Co.
|

‘b‘ determining abil1ty to pay, as most States do, solely on the basis of'/ Ef

‘ property Wealth However, th1s method of adJust1ng for abi11ty to pay
wi11 st111 lead to arbitrary d1fferences in the net financia1 posit1ons

-

' of e'ligib1e recipients. o > . ) % ,

PR ‘-. ‘ ‘103- . ° o R . Lo-
\)4‘ \ . . < w .“ -
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DELAWARE .

U DATA SELECTED: g 3
Secondary Schools: .
S v Level of Need ‘ ; SR ; ‘
- A L o
o _ . . Ability to Raise Revenue
‘ - ‘ AV, P~ ', $

b (4
\ * Other Eligible Recipients

" ' Needs of Individuals

-
—

- E DN
. s

4

-

2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES:

Secondary Sthools:

Vocatiopal PupiT-Minute Score adjusted for Ability to Pay,

. _ State Total AV L
' % .. VPMy State Total Secondary P
‘ VPM, = . X '
- .,
; -/ Stéte VPM‘ ‘ d f
p , | » Pa > )

Other Eligible Recipients:.

%
N : Enrollment Score - \
. . ‘ “ .
B . * '._ E = ’
“ . EC - /\c
' State &o 1 E for all "other
v : S e eligible Mcipients”
* c . . . . 'ﬂ
i . 3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCAT]IONS:
_ ' _Secondary Schools: &
: ’ R :
“AL = Funds Available for *
- Ce oo mid Sécondary Schools X VPMd
.’ 4 .
Q } °

R T -




L 3

'.

e

Vd )

‘us1ng the method d1scussed and shown to be »nequ1ab1e on p. 28 of Sectlon

0ther E]ing]e Recipients ) -
. ALm ¢ = Funds Available for Othex E11q1b1e Rec1p1ents X Ec
{
COMMENTS ON THE DELAWARE PROCEDURE LT ' "“

-
Step 1: i) No Malleable Data Used.-ii} No 1nformat1oq\ﬁs co]]ected to

-

.- ———determine which institutions serve relatively many students who impose .~

papu]at1on served since it counts only students Jn vocat1ona1 courses and

we1ghts them according to.the amount of time they spend in those eourses.
Step 2: Continuous Methods are used. _ -

"Step KX i)THe Weighted Points Metﬁbg is used. -In the Secondae; School

formu]a, the Vocat1ona1 Pupit- M1nute Score is adJusted for ability to pay

» [}

It : ' - .

{i) In the formula for other eligible regibients, funds are distributed .
’'s

strictly on ‘the basis of enro11meif. Each eligible recipient receives the

same number 6f dollars per full time student. This is clearly in violation
of the legislation which says that funds 'are not to be distributed on a per

capita basis. ©

ii1) On page 55 of the Aqministrative Provisions 1978-79 section of Delaware's

State Plan for Vocational Education in'Como ¥ance with Federal Regulations

(Documeht 95-01/78/07/12), the state seems to be sugge3ting that the propor-

tion of students that impose excess costs does not vary significantly among

: excess costs. 1ii) VPM is probably and Sdeal measureﬁgf the s1ze of the student

other eligible recipients and that therefore itsis not necgssary to consider '

this factor in distributing funds among them. At four institytions, 27% of

the students impose excess costs, at three institutions the figure is 24%,

o aos.A17



. Ad ‘e - . ‘ \ . v ) S
and at'one'{t is 20%,. and at the remaining one no studenﬁw1mposes excess

-

cosés. We are not ébpviﬁEéd that. this level of variation is insignificant.
'Addit%onally,_these data do not acecount for the fact\that the level of excess
costs imposed will vary among types of students. This formula may then be
gnfair_to the institutions at which a high percentage (27%) of the students
imdose exéess costs or any 1nst1tut1on which has higher concentrat1ons of
‘,students who impose higher excess costs. ' -
iv) The use of. enrollment data which coﬁnts general educat1on as well as
vocational education enro]Jment may cause inequities in the distribution

of vocational education funds, unless} the ratio of vocational enroliments

/
to general enrolliments is constant acrdss all.eligible recipients.
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. | 4 t FLORIDA g - B
L ' i L
" 1. DATA SELECTED: S .
Level of Need, ) o ) i -

»LIF, UR, POP (ages 14-65), LESA, P, AD, DO, UY

o ~ Ability to Raise Revenue : 8 o

v

-—

- Av per number of families  \_

MNon-Classifiable Data T, . .oN
LF6 . = .- .' |
- ' ~ -
" "2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES: ' - . t
Ability to Pay Score - A" . . Lo -
‘ UL !
AP; =1+ (1owest -F‘-—) - Fy v
 highest AV
A4 ' ‘ F— ) -
. Low Income Family Score - LIF T i v
‘ L
‘ . LIFy -~

, LIFg = highest LIF

' *
Unemployment Rate Score - UR

? | @ R l
| Ry = Ry ' B » C e
v highest UR - : oL :
* . *
Labor Force Growth Rate - LFG, - C - . s
ere” = LFCq - . . ' ;
. ~ highest LFG - Y. ‘ ~
Y .
— . . g ,




e
.

Population Score - POP*

POP ) V ' >
* d .
POPy = State POP

Limited English-Speaking Ability Score - LESA*

. LESA, ‘
LESAy = 3tate LESA )

-~ Handicapped Pupils Score - HP*

*
WP, = Py x .085 o ]

Handjcapped .Adults Score - HA*

’

* 7 .
HAd= ADdX .065 ¢ . .

(Note that the handicapped scores are determined on the basis of
an estimated proportion of the population that is believed to -
- be handicapped.) . e

\

*
°  Dropout Score - DO

* DOd i '
* D04 = Fighest DO ;
] Unemployed Youth Score.- UY* . . o
B . LYy -\’ o |

WYy = Wighest OV -

- AN 3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS:
: Q§§¢ . Basic Formula .
AR Y L \__.1' ) d )
V Tl eBasic Y4 .
'b.d Funds R;v - R

".' ) _'*'.‘”*“*+F.* *
, . where vd'",(ZAPd + LIFy +*UR, L Gd) POP,

. -

.

o*
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Disadvantaged Formula

©

. v )
-~ _ Disadvantaged d *
Handicapped Formula D,
. " ‘
_ Handicapped , d
ALh,d Funds X £W
| Vg HS. + HA
where Nd = ﬁTEFEEfTV d d

K 3
Highest (HS +HA')

v

Work-Study Formula

><

= °d -
Ast,d = Work-Study Funds x 3X
3 Vi
- d- + Dd: oy

where Xy = Highest V

Consumer and Homemaking Formula

»
& Consumer and Homemaking® , Yq |
ch,d Funds N zyY -
‘ - ~.
) here Y, = (AP: + LIF" + UR, ppt 10
Special Disadvantaged Procedure -
' To find‘a11ocation.to‘county:
Step Oﬁe: Find Pd ;
= -y i * .
Pd = 'd + DOd
Highest V ‘
=.0.

Step Two: If P,<.0982, a]ﬂéqatﬁon'ﬁo county d

If Py 2 0982, continue to Step Three. -

el

-

End of Procedure.




- . .

o _Step-\fgfg.P‘"d O - | .

@ &
. »

il ¢

< V. . * .
. Q& = d . + UY i
, . - _ Highest V ] )
. Step Four: If Qq < ,1011, allocation tocountyd = 0. End of Procedure.
3 If Qg = .1011, continue to Step Five.  ~ - o
- . Step Five: \A]]ocation to County d = Funds % Eg
.. - o - Available © ZR
. . wher? Ry =Pyt QyifPy= .0982 and Qy =.1011.
S . . Ry = 0 otherwise. . . . v
Allocation to Community Co]]eges
Each county is requ1red to turn over a portwon of the federal .
. funds it re;e1ved undé& the Bas1c Grant, Disadvantaged, Handicapped, -
and WOrk Study fqrmu]as to the community co]]ege which sefrves its
. popu]ation Suppose county d, along w1th zero, one, or more other .
¢ counties make up’community coliege area u wh1ch is served by commun1ty
college u. Then Proportion of County d's federa1gmoneyithat must be
. turned over to community college u = R .
“SFTE ‘ : '
° “] -o d <
. - SFTEd - "

where SFTE1 Secondary ‘School FTE of community college area‘i
"~ or county i, wh1chever is a%propr1ate

-

CFTE, = Commuriity College FTE of community college i.

S , . M

' ;1 ‘ — ' L - , 122 ' )
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COMMENTS ON THE FLORIDA PROCEDURE:
Step 1:  No Malleable Data Used.
Step 2: Continuous methods used. -

Step 3: WPM used. i) A d%screpancy in the Florida State Pfan

suggests th;t the abo;e;desc;ibed community 2311ege procedure i; not the

one actually used. Florida officials were. unable to explain the discrepaﬁcy:

ii) It seems that counties need not turn ovér to community cof1eges any 0F§ :

O
the fqus received under the Special Disadvantaged Formula. %) It is -

not clear whether counties are permitted to keep for secondary school

—

" purposes 100% of. the fuhds distributed by the consumer-and homemeking formula

o

or whether some of this money must be turned over to:community colleges.




) . | _ GEORGIA
¢ . ‘ . h *
1.- DATA SELECTED: - -
: - 0 :
: LEAs: | .
.., Level of Need
o LE 3
‘ Abili'ty to Raise Revenue
. . “ ‘ . AV i . .
Other Eligible Recipients: - .
' Level of Need .
LIF, H, LESA
v ot ) ° i N
) 2. TRANSFORMATION-OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES: ' \
LEAs: S, N
Assessed Value B
‘~ " State Total AV - AVd ‘ 1 -
AV = " - =.
/ . Td T % (state Total AV - AV.)

- ‘ . - all LEA§1 K
, . j , )
where n = number of LEAs in State

n
—

- . 1 . *
The',denominator n-1 is used in order to make ZAV

Low Income .
LIF:; = LIFy S B
} . - .

- State Total LIF . ¢

. Other Eligible Recipients: .

Low Income ] . T)

. LIF,

o OF*
., LIF,

%
+ State total LIF .

Y

. : e 124
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»

Handicapped

L

HZ = Hc .
. State Total H
 LESA | - B x
‘: : LESAZ. = LESAC .\ !
. . State Total LESA
., ' co e . '
3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLQCATIONS:
. ” - P}
LEAs: ‘ . “ ¢
T AL- 4 ='Total Federal Fupds for LEAs x (.5 AVZ +.5 LIF;-)_
Other Eligi Recipients: " N . ' ~
AL . = Total Federal Funds for-

, PR
-

,f

COMMENTS ON GEORGIA's PROCEDURE:

L3N

Step 1: No Malleable Data used.
Step 2: Only Contin?gus Methods used. &
The. method 'used to determine AV* is unique.

—_

Step 3: Weiahted Points Method. ] -

*

i) The score AV* does not ref1ec£ an eligible recipient's number of stugggzii§§§§

Use of this score works to the disadvantage of relatively large eligible

recipients. '

\ ‘ - > [ - . -
i1) Use of the following scores may-cause jqequf%%es in the distribution of
funds since they reflect: the characteristics of the population-as a whole

rathér than just the_characteﬁistics o(\;he persons who actually receive
.vocational education: . x "
: LIF, H , LESA °° -
- . ' , ; *_’
; A 1

S 1 K M : —~ e,

“'Other Eligible Recipients" x (1/3 LIF. + 1/3 H_ + 1/3LESA,

|

1]
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- N .
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HAWAIL . .
Hawaii is uqiqﬁe among iﬁézso states in that it has a single,
centralized school system. There are no local schoo] di;tricts and no
“local bo;rds legally empowenéd to receive federgi vécatihna] funds. The
closest analogy to mainland practice is %o consider thét in educational
mat;ers the state of Hawaii functiodk as a 1an§e cff} school district.
a-..’ The schools within a city have no 13

™~

1 taxing powers; neither ‘do the (/ ‘ /
schools of Hawaii. . The central state administration of Hawaii deter- '

. mines allocations of state and federaj:mongy to the schools. Thus, %n'

the conventional sense, there aré no formulas inHawaii to distribute
. oy o ,

the state'g share of federal vocdtional appropriations to school districts. ;

N 126
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i, © IDAHO cL

1. DATA SELECTED:

g

Secondary » - . ’
AVJ,ADA, CAFDC, delinquent children, foster children, ‘

=
_ " program evaluation (see below), excess cost by occupational
“»\jﬁ program (see below), extended eﬁggoyhent factor (see below).
‘ Postsecondary ‘
t ! .
Same as for Secondary, less AV (postsecondary institutions 4
" have no local taxing powers). )
e xing powers) :

2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES: *

Secondary ' o L.
a) Ab111ty to Raise Revenue

Points are determ1ned as fo]]ows

AV/ADA Points

Lowest 20 percent ~ - 40 >
Low Middle 20, percent 35
" Middle 20 percent . 30°
High Middle 20 percent * 25 _
: Highest 20 percent 20 )

¥

- b) Low Income Factor:
- ~ From data in the’fﬁAs Title I reporf, show{ng the count of -
students from low iecome families, AFDC chiquen, delinquent chil-
‘ dren, and foster home children, the perce;tage of such children
in total school enrollment of the districp‘is taken. These per- .. | p

centages are converted to points as follows:

Percent of Disadyantaged
Children




¢ .
» 4
. .
[
\.

Percentage of D1sadvantaged

Children Points .
.05 22 .
. .06 ) 23 ‘
.07 ~24 Z;;
) .08 : 25 A .
09, - . 26 : <
Jd0 . T 27 ‘
* .]] . [ 28 - kd
<12 0 - 29
.13 30
14 Y .
15 - Jé 32 )
-~ .18 33
% 19 4 .21 .34
. .22 4 .23 35 -
{ .24 - .26 36
ki .28 . 37
.30 - .33 38
.38 - .43 39
46 - .57 40
c) Evaluation: , c .

State vocational education adm¥pistration in Idaho con-

. ducts'an annual evaluation of programs by schools. Matters dea1t
© . nith include administration, facilities, equipment, curriculum, .
instruction/l materials, se]ecti%n/enro]1ment/p1acement of students,

professional development of staff, and emp]oyer sat1sfact1on with

graduates-of training programs.

H1ghest evaluations rece1ves 20

points' and 1owest;10.

~ portignal. T

Internal-intervals are presumed to be pro-

A

N

\

d). Excess Cost Factor:®’

-

-

-
>

Points are»awagged for "excess costs," i e., d1fferent1als

in average program costs by major program category, in accordance

* " with the following scale:
Q&t -
. Distributive Education ¢
s Health L 428

. -T6




Industrial Arts
Office Occupations
Home Ecopomics
‘Agriculture

Trade and Industry.

t

. e) Extended EﬁpWojheﬁ?iFactor: '

» I'd

Points are awarded in relation to the individual teacher®s B

-

employment in vocational educatiow beyond the regular school em-
17 N nd -

~

ployment dates.” The scale is as follows:

Py

Extended Employment Points

1

. 1 week - ‘ 2
1 month 7
* 2 months . 14
3 months - 20.

]

" 3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS
) 'Y ‘ ‘
The following is the set of .maximum points:

—

Criterion ) " Maximum Points
- ' .
Relative local financial ability
Low income factor
Evaluation factor
Excess cost factor
Exténded employment factor

- ' " Total 140

’
i
«
. . 2
« .

E For secondary level programs, points are trans]ated into reimburse-

[
o
-~

-

ment rates by the following formulas:-

'Y h )

.

RR = total pbints‘from factors for each program x. total contact -

"

“hours of the program x state factor

129 ' -




o~
~N
where . - C - :
. ] ~ X
. _ Total money available for secghdani_programs ”
3ta§$ factor = Total points statewide from factors x contact hours ;
“~ - ) ‘ . . v

. ¢
For the postsecondary programs, reimbursement rates are computed

in essentially the same Fashion, except that no account is taken of °
relative local financial ability. Postsecondary‘prSEréms Sre funded . N
_fully from state and federal revenues.

S » '
The Idaho plan indicates that extra federal reimbursement may be

- v

‘ provided for new programs to help local institutions meet start-up costs.
On the other hand, the emphasis on contact hours in the formula restricts“

-

dollars available for small programs éﬁd many new programs may b; small.
COMMENTS ON THE IDAHO PROGEDURE: |
. Step 1: Inclusion of an evaluation factor introduces Ma11ea51e Data.
, .Step'2: .Idaho eép]oys the Non-Procedural Point Scale, a non-continﬁoﬁs
method.. - - - o _

Step 3: Reimbursement Rate Used.

PR




].

TLLINOIS

.DATA SELECTED:

Lbvel of Need

For

For each eligible recipient collect thglfo11owing data:
v . *

FTE

each public school (regular) find:

r
Number of Title I, ESEA e1xiib1es living within. district.

For each community college find: o
a). Numberof Title I, ESEA eligibles enrolled in high schools within
community college district. :
b), Total enro]]ments of h1gh schoo]s within commun1ty c011ege district.

For each area secondary vocational center find: .
]
a). HNumber of.Title i, ESEA eligibles enrolled in participating
~ high schools.
b). FTE enrollment of particibating high sghoo]s:
Fdr each vocatibna] course collect the following data:
E, HE, DE, PC . ‘
- '
Find out if: .

-
~

1). the course s cooperat1ve1y run by two or more e11g1b1e

-

recip1ents.

-
Y

2). the course is be1ng offered for the first time by the

‘institution in question.

<
Select "Tevel” that applies to the course:

Level 1: 0ccupationai training courées
Level 2: Occupational related courses
Level 35 0;cupat10na1 orientation courses
Level 4: Occupational information cqursés

-1153]-'-




' For each Adylt course find:
. Numbet—Student-Teacher contact_hours. ' .

' For each secondary course find: . .
; .
' Nutber of Carnegie Units earned by each student. ;
. ’ -
" For each postsecondary course figd: : ’ o~
Number of Semester or Quarter hours of credit earned by each student.
- Ability to Raise Revenue .
For each eligible recipient find: T
: AV / FTE. | ' /
Qua]ity of Program o
- For each vocé}iOrhourse, finq the "labor market need" for the skills
taught. ./ < - ‘
2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES: . ¢ )

Basic  Funding Rate Score (BFR')

Ass1gn to each vocational course a "Priority" rating of A, B, C, or D -
on the bas1s of the "labor market need" for the skill it-teaches and its
program cest PC. A is the highest priority rat1ng>nd D is the lowes®

-pr1or1ty rat1 ng.

Then for each vocational course VC read the value of BFR from the

following table on the basis of its Level and-Priority ‘and the type vof
~ dinstitution that offers it.. N - | .

(continued on next page:..)

“

132

: Q . ’ : - . . . ‘ ' 3
ERIC - . -120-




J . ( .
v s BFR* Table | . : L
- ‘ - ‘
Levé\xfnd E]ementar SeCondary ‘Postsecondary (Credit) ~ Adu1£ ‘
Priority ° (Students{ (Carnegie Units) Sem.Hr. Qtr Ar, (Class Hr.) .
. ) - o ¢
1A N/A -+$50.00 $7.50 $5.00; ~ $0.30
. 18 N/A - 30,00 4.50 3.00 0.18
‘ 1C . 15.00 . 2.25 1.50 * 0.09. N
10 N/A 0.00 * 0.00 0.00 0.00 -
1 7/ N — b decee + ecces N/A
2 N/A ~0.00 . 0.00 0..00 N/A
3 - N/A - 10.00 - 1.50 1.00 0.06
4 $0.75 e N/A - N/A - NA o N/
- (YCorrespondence, Thomas Wittmuss, Statistician, AVTE Operations Unit,
State Board of Education, I1linois.0ffice of Education, July 16, 1979.)
’ v - . ’ . M [ \J
, - ,
* V4
‘ . . i N .
- Student Unit Scores (TSU*, DSU*, HSU*) . -

For each vocat1ona1 course, find ats un1t factor

For-an adu]t course, unit factor = number of student- teaxher -

g contact hours. S
\’::{u:‘ ) R - - . h i 4 B _
For a' secondary coui%b,.yﬁit factor = nunber of Carnegie Units

-

earned by each Student.

. [y \

. For a post~second§?y_conrée,_unit factor = number of semester or

P T qua}tgﬁ hours ochredit earned by each student. "
‘ ’ FE ~ .

For an elementary-level course, unit factor = 1.

. . \ s
-~ o N
. , o . )

; ' , .
Total Student qut Score (TSU*) '
. . ' * @- - - . ) . ) oy
. TSUvc = Evc x unit factory;
/ D ——
/N

. ameqa

S
&< p . )

R A . . - rd

S = a




Disadvantaged Student Unit Score (DSU*S

~ . L4

DSU,. = DE,. x unit factor, .

4

Handicapped'Studenf Unit Score (HSU*)

¢

. R
HQUYC "HEvc x-un1t‘factorvc.

|
[
|
I

“~ \

Ab411ty to Pay Score (AP*)

For eacﬁ‘vocat1ona1 course v¢, find AV/FTE for the entire d1sfﬁ4ct

“of the e11g1b1e rec1pient that offers the- course (FTE is measured fOr

\
the entire d1str1ct rather than Just for the course 1n question). The

,va1ue of AP* for the course is then read from the far right column of

the following table 'on fhe basis of the type of district offering the

Nl [

course and its value of AV/FTE.

. -

’ . N =
.
<

Range of Assessed Valuation Per Student

flem. Districts _ H.S. Districts _ Unit Districts. _ Comm.Coll. Dist. Factor

14,000 and less 35,00 -and less - 10,000 -and. less 225,000 and Tless

14,001 --~41.,000 35,001 - 53,000 10,001-- 16,000 225,000 - 260,000
21,001 - 28,000 53,001 - 70,000 15, 2001 - 20,000 260,001 - 320,000
28,001 - 35,000 70,001 - 88,000 20, ,001°- 25,000 320,001 - 380,000
' 35,00] - 42,000 88,001 -106, ,000 - 25,001 - 30,000 380,001 - 440,000
42,001 49,000 - 106,001 -123,000 - 30500} - 35,000 , 440,001 - 500,000
49,001 - 56,000 123,001 -141,000 - 35,00% -'40,000. 500,001 - 550,000
56,001 - 63,000%= 141 001‘-’158,000 40,001~ 45,000 550,001 - 660,0Q0
63,001 - 70;000 . 158,001 - 176,000 45,001 - 50,000 .

\70,001'apd over 176,001 and over* . 50,001 and over 660,001 and over

’
. N P
ko

Low Income Score (LL*)

w

I3

~For each vocat1ona1 course, find the Low 1 ceme Rat1o S§ fo]]owsE

. for a VOcat1ona1 course offered by a Tocal school district,
e
. “e’ . Pistrict's number of Title I, ESEA
. eligible students
< ‘D1str1ct 3 FTE et

134

Low Income Rat1o




- -
L]
~

e

For a vocational course offered by a community college..

i

. ‘ Number of Title I, ESEA eligibles enrolled in
' ' : _ high schools within community .college district
Low Income Ratio = ¢yg of high schools within community college -

district .

Y

-
.
3 2
-
o . Fi t

For a vocational course offered by an area secondary vocational
! . center,
L)

- - »  number of Title I3 ESEA eligibles enrolled in

o

_ high schools at participating school districts’

 Low Income Ratio = FTE"of participating high schools

L3

For 'a vocational.course offered by a state agehcy, a- technical

institute opératéd by a\Sta%e\ﬁniversity, or an institution

»

o with no Title I/ ESEA eligibles

v .
s

‘ ' Low Income Ratio = .25 ° .

° . N .

_ Then the low income sicore (LI*) is read from the following

- ‘
table: . AL .,
R ot ) ' - ‘L ‘/. * ( l ~
.~ Low Income Ratio, Li,. . .
' * . ® ) o
.80 - 1.00, .5
S "o .60 - .7999 .4 :
~.40 =" .5999 300 ’
. | .20 - .3999 .2 Co
e C T 0~ .99 N '

. Cooperative Program Scoré (CP*) v
. - 7

A

* 1f course is%cooperative run by two,ér‘morege1igible recipiéqgs, N
° ' . . i | .

_ cP"_ = 0.3 (tentative FY ‘79'va1qe). - e
f vc . :

g

< B
. ¥ .
4 -

R B




Otherwise. . ) Coe :
Y P* _ -
HF ve *+0 ‘
Initial Program Score “(IP*) . _. ' N
If the coupse is being taught by the eligible recipient for the
first t{me, ] . : _ ‘ N
p* _ )
I ve = 0.3
Otherwise,
t Q'\ ’
* -
IPVc =0

. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATfONS: -

For each vocational course vc, find XVC.

4

v
e

X, BSR:C x [TSU*(1 + AP* + LI* + CP* +,1P*)

kS

+ (0.5 x DsU%) f’(0-5 x HSU*)] B

- [

: - zX
ALm,vc - xyc x" Total funds available ‘

.
L

COMMENTS QN ILLINOIS' PROCEDURE . ' ..
Step 1: Data péf@ﬁining°fo "labor market need".is malleable. ‘
Step 2::‘No clear explanation of how priority rating is determined.

Step 3: Method is similar but not identical to the WPM.,

e . )

e
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INDIANA . / '
Y . . ’ |
- . ‘ ,
1. DATA SELECTED ° - = ; | : :
Secondary i g ' o j -
.Level of Need: s 7 - .
"Economically Disadvantaged POP, URC, DO, AP ° - s
Ability to Raise Revenue: '« L '
- ~\ - - .
AV/ADM D .
)
e . . = . ' -
Pgs tsecondary : . ‘ . C
Level of Need:
/ o >
Economically Disadvantaged POP, AP, ECS . ‘
Ability to Raise Revenue: '
. . X * . ) . ¢ . 1 ’ |
FTE (voc. ed.), No. of hours of Voc. ed. instryction
2. _TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT'é\CORES . .
TABLET | - ’ ’
) e
. B
. e /s .
o ' Criteria~ /& /2 .
Rating  /£./& .
Elements* /& S/¢ [&
. -~ <3
' NI
</ é E <
s3/£5/88/8
YN TEFVE R TR
Postseconda;y Institutional Programs e é
41 A1 ,
“{ Adult'Programs in Postsecondary lnStitutions ‘
— . 4 4 4 *
Adult Programs in Secondary Institutions . >< .
T— 41 N
Continuing Seco ndary Programs ) M
, —_— ~+ " 41 3
- * [
Equipment-Secondary . v v 4 .
. L
Local Travel-Secondary ) ‘ L - w
! . 41N + . ,
Projects. for Oisadvantaged and Handicapped-sub- ) -
pant2 . .

¢ * - . « .




Criteria
Rating
Elements*/

i)

°  pROGRAM,SERVICE OR‘AcTiviTY (cont)
e . a - ~ :

~

Work-Study 3
. 1
Speciat Programs for the Disach aﬁtaged»subpan 4 ’ \
. * . At : £8)
New Secondary Programs ¢
A N4 A4
New c(onsumér and Homemaking Programs
) A1 ‘) + '
<
Postsecondary Programs by Secondary Institutions . y
/ A1 ) ’ + 1

* Each criteria rating element 1S quartiied and aggregated for each eligible recipient. The aggregate criteria rating is used for dis-
tnibution of Federal funds. See’ Distribution of Federal Funds, Appendix F. (pages 132-133) of this Annual Program Plan

**Public Law 94-482, Sectlén 106(a)(5)(B)(i) requires that the State will use as an important factor in distributing Federal funds,
the relative financial ability of eligible regipients to provide the resources necessary to meet the need for vocational education in

-~ " the areas they serve. ' . "y !
. - ) - . ' "L - . '
The"State -first séts aside an amount of money for each of the 12 ..

//categories 1isted under "Program, Service or Activity" in Table I above.

_Then, for each of these twelve categories for which. it is eligible for

‘ . ’ funding, each eligible recipient receives a MCriteria Ra/tjng“ based 6n

.1{:he clriteria, that are X's for the category in questipr’." For example, in_
! ' ;"' -

- - Lt ~ ; . -F . . .
distri‘butqu funds for Postsecondary Insti tut1gna1 Programss three criteria .
N st - -

. . ' A ot 'f'/./ d . <
.rating e’lvements determire-paint scores: 1) _Economically Disadvantaged

z

¢

- \ Popﬁ1afibn by Cour.1ty; 2) Relative Financia] Ability to Pay; 3) Re'lati\{e
"\ Number 6f Highef Cost Students. ' ’

\\ " * The number of ‘points that an.eligible recipient receives,for a criteria S

- . rating element. For example, apph‘can.ts for funding. for "Adult Programs |

\\n Secondary Instifutions" are ranked in desc,e:ndi'n'g order of the percentages

Ve
’ , of their r,ejspecfive populations that are ecpnomically disadvantaged. Those )
" in the top quartile (top 25%), which in 1978 consisted of ‘those with dis- &
v .- ‘ L . o . . © e W .
A v ‘ . ' ' ' ’ N~ . )
a “ v -126- - 138
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» o o
-
» 4,
@

.
$

- t advantaged rates 3{\9.1% or moregware'assianed a* four potnt rating;

r 'Those in the quartile that is third-from the bottom, and whose disad-

~ vantaged rates are between 7.2% and 9. 0% 1nc1us1ve are a551gned~a 3

‘ 'point rat1ng. Those in the next thhest quart11e get 2 points and those

-+ . in the lowest-get 1 po1nt. Thén, s1nce there is a "+1" in the box at
l s

the 1ntersect1on of the "Adult Programs in Secondary Inst1tut1ons row

and the. "Econpm1ca11y D1sadvantaged Popu]at1on by County" column of

. - - Tab]e I one po1nt is added to each of the ass1gned po1nts ratings.
Four points is raised to, five, three is ra1sed to four, and so on.

. According to the plan, a "+1" is shown inlcerta]n boxes because it 4s

necessary to give 50me‘fattors additfona] ueight as required by the

- legislation. As explained at length in our comments below, adding one -

& .

point to the quartile rating does not have the -effect of giviné these

o - .
v R 1= Py
+ »

factors additional weight. o
- The Criteria Ratinb for-an €ligible recipient's application for a.

part1cu1ar typé-of program is determﬂned by adding the points it earned

ﬁ

for each criteria rating e1ement that is X'd on the chart for. that type

8

of program.For example, if an eligible rec1p1ent app1y1ng for fund1ng

- . under the category "Adult<Programs in,Secondary Inétitﬁtions," received )

0 4

5 po1nts -for its rank based on the cr1ter1a rating element “Econom1ca11y
D1sadvantaged Popu]at1on by County," 4 po1nts from "Unemployment Averages
‘by County,"” 3 po1nts for "Dropour Averages by LEA," and 2 points for
"Re1at‘ivel Fihan\cia'l Ability to Pay," then’its Criteria Rating would be

- . . - -

. 5+4+3+2-= 4. 1
3. RANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS

- >

Secondary P o e

-

Approved Sa]aries X Cr1ter1a Ratong Approved Points ' -

’
N

2127- 1 T
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Total Funds Budgeted for

, Approved Points x _Secondary Programs = Reimbdrsement
Sum of Approved Points
v o for A1l Applicants for - : ’

Secondary Program Funding

~
5w

_ /

- ‘ . Equipment for Secondary Programs -

'Approveg Ammount x Criteria Rating = Approved Points

' Total Funds Budgeted for :
Approved Points Equipment for Sec. Programs = Reimbursement
- Sum of Approved Points for
¥ "\ A1l Applicants for Equipment .
. or. Secondary Programs < '

4
Local Travel S—_ s 0

.

. " Percentage Based on-_ o
Actual Approved Miles X $.10 x Criteria Rating = Reimbursement
~

~ . . Y

Work-Study. Programs .

AN

&figib]e recipients are first listed in descending order of

f

their Criteria Ratings.\ Ihén,'starting at the\top and moving down
.the 1ist until funds are exhausted, eligible recipients receive 50%
of the cost of their Work-Study programs. The other 50% is supplied

}1
. - ) v
1 l"

locally.

N .

- Postsecondary Programs

.

FTE x No. of Vocational Instruction Hours'x Criterta = Approyed Points

Rating -
o . Total Funds Budgeted for - ©
Approved Points x Postsecondary Programs % Reimbursement .
: Sum of Approved Points . \
for A11 Applicants for -
. Postsecondary Funding
) 140
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1
iy
“od

I Adult Vocational (Noncredit) Programs (AVNP)

Instructional Hours x Credit Riting = Approved Point;

Total.Funds Budgeted
for AINP

. - .Sum of Approved Points
- for A1l Applicants
-for AVNP funping\ ) ’ ) .-

= Reimbursement N

. Approved Points x

Disadvantaged and Handicapped Programs

The specification for this formula is the same as that shown

for Work-Study Programs.

’
B | S
¢

COMMENTS ON THE INDIANA PROCEDURE
Step 1:_ No ma]]eéb]e data uséa
. Step 2: Ind1ana uses a non-cont1nuous Qiartile rank1ng method.
‘ Although the state maintains that add1ng po1nts to scores on some. cr1ter1a
weights these criteria more heav11y, 1t can be demonstrated~tbat 1)
’ . aéd1ng points do;§\not giye extra weight to any part1cu1ar criterion,
and 2) adding points actually increases a11ocat1ons to‘eligible rec1p1ents
‘ who are already relatively well off. As an 111u;trat1on of the x1nd of
" faulty matheriatics that plagues many states' data transformat19n procedures,
it is worth examining the reg}pns“fo; this seemingly paradoxical outcome.
Suppose that in Eetérmining the criteria ratings for institutions
app1y1ng for fund1ng for Adult Progran&\in Secondary Inst1tut1ons, ‘instead
of adding one point to the po1nts earned for’ each of the three criteria
2 rating elements wh1ch has & "+1" in 1ts box, we added three paints to
- the points earned for the cr1teria rating e]ement that does not -have a
"+1"_in its box, fDropout AVérages by LEA." By IndTana 's theory, this

‘would decrease the\weight given to the three factors with "+1%-.1n theTF_

= - .o

ST JUL A - 4 i; L 2129- . | .
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boxes and in&rease the weight given to "Dropout Averages py LéA." In
faét; howevér, that does nbt happen... Since the total of points tﬁét
detefmine the Criteria Rating (and, yiiimately the apfua}\a11ocation
size) remains the same, this change.in the "weights"” c&n have no effect
on the distribution of funds.

o
€

We may then wish te know what- change adding these extra points'haE

AN ' - .
“on the oyera]]rdistributjoq of funds compared to what the diftribution 2$,
*W&u]d be if they were'nqigadded. Suppose that for Adult Programs in’

Secondary Ihstftutions the;g\aré only two applicants, X ard {, and that
the following is true:, © O ‘ , .
¢ = cost of brogram“thét X and Y each wnat for their districts
\ ‘x = X's Criteria Rating for this program_ ¢ . )
X = 3 = X s,Cnater1a Rat1ng for this progfam, tess the three points
.that ' are added for we1gnt1nd” c— .
y y=Y's Cr1ter1a Rat1ng for this program R ‘ ‘
' y - 3 =Y s Cr1ter1a Rating for th1s program, 1ess the three po1nts
- . that are added for we1ght1ng and .
L J = tota] funds available to be distributed for these programs’
‘Then, . - o . | - _ -
N , ax = X's approved points éhd -
ay = Y's approvedlpointé ! Lo ' - ’
ax +;ay = total approved points . ] a .
_ : C . o
‘. - —d = point vaﬁé_ o . ) ‘
, .. ax f’ay R L to- . ‘ ,
sy (@) = number of dolTars “allocated to X )
"E‘If we §upgtftdte § -3 fd{ X énq y - é for y, weffinq that:
R —~ 142 ,
[l{[lc P, / “‘v} 4]30-



.\ >
i
N

o | . N :

- \ \ '
g :

.

. i -
. J \ - - - e M
ey — 77 P a (x - 3) = number d¢f dollars that would have
R ' alx - 3 . aly-=3)  © - been allocated to X if we did not
K P add _ xtra po1nts for “we1ght1ng
o R Then: the expression: . , .
- \; . .‘ R
! = __.._J._-.. - g _ My o - -
- D =3% + ay (ax) a(x - 3) + Ay - 3) aﬂx j3L _
$ - ‘. N . ' -
’ is equal to the 1ncrement that accrues to X from hav1u@ the extra 3 , .
"weighting” points added to its criteria rating. Th1s reduces to: S
R s . : a *
; 3 ly-x - e : A
\ T (x+tyMx+y-6) & | . ) ?‘
. * v -\ - : ‘
This is true since j is never negative and neither x nor y will ever beé
> '1ess-than,4. Consequently, when X has fewer ¢riteria points and therefore
) has }ess need than Yo X will actua]]y get more money. under Indiana’s
curent formula than 1%§uou1d hage rece1véd “if Ind1ana d1d ‘not add extra’ o
weighting pcqnts ~ This is@mpnee*thaf would otherwise hawe qone to Y, A
va s .
the needier e11g1b1é recipient. - ”f“gé o b s " R o
3t -
» , \I
, Step 3: The we1ghted Points Method is used > €§* % » .
' ] & ,‘9?\. o so o ! . i
~ ~= ! ) - o f ! )
‘ - v £ . .,a'" S 3
) ' g * . "g . " © .-)". by »e
: . - g
- o ! B, “ s (RN -
. 3 , @ . : ' -
. \ " . -
i . N ' N *s . “ .
. . * \\ ’ A
/ N : - b '
. \\‘ . | ’ .
- -~ hid - » ‘” v
. ~ . . i a ) i a
S ) 143 g e
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I o TOWA
 _ 1. DATA SELECTED:
- ‘ Level gf Need; Co- ',
- ~
LIF - . A

Ability to Raise Revenu.e:
. ‘AV ber student enroliment
2. TRANSFORMATION OF .DATA INTO POINT SCORES:.
. T'he‘ process is és follows:
Compute

Assessed Value fbér disthtf’E”
—wenrgﬂment’for district d

* {1 *
. State total assessed value '
~State total K-12 enroliment
' Mo. of Low Income families in d
% s Population of d -
2d ~ .

. No. of .Low Income farﬁi'fies in state
Population of state -

$

‘ Calculate the mean and standard deviation for' the values-of Xy | -

kS

(U1» Sy), and the niean and s‘taqda}'d deviation for the values of X,(Uz, Sp). °

3 I

T — ) ) X14- U1 — | ( ’
" .ot Z]d" - —— S-] C e » e
X~ V2

;", . 4 z =
P 2d
~ L . Sz Ld

w—— . 5

Rank‘SCOre for‘q = sz + Zéd .

s .’ . e
P
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List eligible recipients in descehding order of their rank score;.'
~ The list is divjded intq\quartiles,'andrthose with the highest rank scores
are said to behin quaré;ﬁe 1. (It is not é]ear whether secondary schools
° - and merged area schpois are both included in gye same 1is€>in Step 5 %or
quartinng or wﬁether a sepdrate list and quarti]ing is dohg for each type

~

of school.) ‘ ‘ ) ~

[

3 -~

3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS

Each eligible recipient is aésigned a percentage rate of reimburse-

ol ) ment on ghe basis of itéﬂﬁﬂarti1e standing for its ﬁon-Spécial Needs programs.
’ ) o .
Secondary Schools U Merged Area Schgols = - E
. Quartile 1 21.50% Quartile 1 16.50%
- T Quartile 2 20.75 Quartile 2 15.75
; Quartile 3 19.25 Quartfle 3 14,25

Quartile 4  18.50 Quartile 4  13.50 ' .

~

“~

-~

Each’eligible recipient is assigned a base percentﬁge rate of reim-
bursement for its Special Needs programs.. '
™

-

51.50 . . .o

/ Quartile 1
artile 2 50.75 oL
-~ Quartile. 3 49.25 e
. " Quartile 4 48.50 X
\ )

Reimbursement'rates deterﬁined will be inéreased by 1.0 if the eligible
‘ recipient has a number;odeisadvantaged and handicapped studénts that is
‘ "agave.the state average. . .. *.. ' ¥'a
k | In addition, reimbursemeng_rgtes determined will be iQCfeased by

* 2.0 or less, depending on . the extent to which mains treaming occurs

. »" for handicapped students.

)
=




/ ‘ .

.

In addition, reimbursement rates determined abgﬁe'w111 be increased .

by 2.0 or less depend%ng on the extent to which support-services are
N
provided for disadvantaged and handicapped studentsl(,,

.,»\ N ‘
connsms ON WHE TOWA PROCEDURE * :

Step 1: Rank1ng emp]qys n@ malleable data. However, we were
unable to determ1ne whether obJect1ve criteria are used to adjust reim-
bursement rates for mainstreaming and special support serv1ces.

Step 2: Standardized value, a continuous method, is used.

Step 3: A Tabu]arrMefﬁpd\fs employed.

i) The formula distributei Suppart 2 funds only and app]ies\\
only to secondary districts. oo ' - .,
ii), The.range of reimbursement rates varies By only 3-percent
between the first and fourth quartiles. — - .

iii-) The Plan offers a ve;y vague explanation of specific

i

procedures and distribution criteria. -

-~
had L}

il




. ,' KANSAS

" 1. DATA SELECTED=.J L
Al Levels @ - ' | -
Level of Need: P
= C LR W
Abiiity to Raise Revenue: ' ‘ - ' -
~ AV/FTE .
Program Quality: : . ’ v
New or Expanding Programs ’ . , e h
{\PANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES= ' —

Level of Need

-
. -

~Two components determme the level of need --
the concentratmn of 'Iow income fam1hes (LIF) as measured by the,
! J pércent families in poverty, and the percent of unemp'loyment in the

d1str1ct (UR)*» Each of these e'lements is ranked separate'ly and
Ty 42,

then ass1gned po?nts (LIF* and UR*) as follows: ' -~ .
: A
LIF* . ' g L ' S =
CL 130 and 150 Special Program : o
% Poverty " Scale Funding Points Funding Points
g 16.13 and above™ 6 Y 3.0- ]
0 16.12 - 18,29 5 ~y 4.75 2.0 "
- 14,28 - 12.46 - [ .. 3.80 1.0 '
% 12.45 - 11,10 " .. 3 - .+2.85 o —-
11. 09i9 77 . "2 1.90 - -1.0 >
9.76 -- 8.14° -1. 95 .. ~2.0 .
8.13 and below 0 0 Y -3.0 ; g
UR*: e L .
. o . . 120 and 150 . . Special Program RS
- YUnemployment ~ Scale “* Funding Points _ " Funding Points , D
4.0-and above = 57 - ¢+ 3.33- - . 1.0
3.2~ 3.9% ' 4 .. 1 "2:66 . . .5
' - © /' l LV ~ ” i e . .. &
‘, ) T oo <.\,‘~11517, ¢ o




. o
[ - \ ~ ~

UR* (cop'ts) ™' - S LN
N ' © 7120 and, 150 " T T “Special Program~*—~;-f
%Unemployment , Scale Funding Points Funding Points
P o
- 2.3 - 3.1 3 1.99- . 0
° 1.5-2.2 2 - 1.33 ©o- 5
. . . 1.4 and below 1 .60 - ‘ -1.0 "
~ ' Abi17ty to Raise Revenue o . ~
\
-The ab111ty to raise revenue of each d1str1ct is measured by
‘ : ca]cu]at1ng the assessed va]uat1on per FTE. Kansas prefers to call
—f ability to ra1se revenue "1oca1 ability." The 1oca1 ability values
. g £ .
are scaled and assigned funded points. (AV¥) as shown below: .
A ‘ . .-' . | } N " -’ 3 ‘.% . '. ’.
.. AVE O
, . . o 120 and 150 | Special Program
& Local Ability . Scale - Funding Points Fund1ng,Po1nts
14,999 and below 107 . - 1.8 . 4.0
*.15,000 - 24,999 ) 10.64 v 3.0
25,000 - 34,999 8~ 9.46 - 2.0 N
-t == - 35,000 443999 - - T —-— - - -8.27 1.0
45,000_-.54,999. 6 - 7.09 .5
. 55,000 - 64,999 -5 . 591 0o
. 65,000 - 74,999 ~ ° 4 . 4,73 > - .5
75,000 - 84,999 3 : 3.55 . -1.5
< ' 85,000 - 94,999 -~ 2, 2.36 . =2.5"
> 95,000 and above’ 1 1.18 .. =35
' . Specia]‘ﬁrcgréms'inc1ude funds for Cooperative, Handicapped, Dis-
— R
’ advantaged, Special DisadVantaged, Work Study, Guidance and Coun-
seling, and Displaced Homemakers.
° U Program Quality f - ) _
This cr1ter1on is inc]uded only "’ 1n the d1str1but1on 1gfmu1a for 120
and 150 programs.. A district can. rece1ve points both for introducing
g ‘ new programs and for expanding existing ones. The scale values for each
A N ) . s
. ‘ . : . ,' . ' ‘148 *
L ‘ . 2136,




c)A

category are totalled, and:then assigned fundiné points (MN%).

~

- [
. .
.

New + Expanding

a

-3, TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS

120 and 150 Funded Programs .

0

For each program app11catvon 'a,"

New and/or Expanding . ,
Programs Criteria Scale Programs Scale Funding Pts.
: 2 T
New™ Programs : : - Sy .
1+ New Program meeting crit?ca] S
needs, emerging occupations, “
manpower demands. 3 5 1.67 -
-~ N 4 1.34
Program new to area/manpower o | 3 1.00 -
demand - C 2 .67 .
1 . - .34
Expanding Programs' < 0 0
Program new to area/manpower K
demand.
Existing program converted I .
to meet new manpower demand 2 B
Expansion of existing, program .1 s '
. - ' . P N~

*

-

each of the above criteria

is weighted and adJusted by a factor showing the re]at1onsh1p by

N

size and fund1ng po1nts of one part1cuTar program "a", to all program

app11cations.

Gy,

4

A

These adJusted and we1ghted crjter1a are-then summed and mul- .

t{p11ed by the tota[ funds ava11a§1e

_mine the funds allocated to each "a."‘

(Gontinued next page)

(either 120 or- 150) to deter-

- . (¥4

-




~
L

° : .

gollars 21looated for. - Regwlar Program Ava X FTEa
rogram pp14cat19n a ‘) Funds Available k a44\3 AV1 < FTE .
] f .
s T ’ +..20 LIF. X FTE
| - - ]“(w x FTE;)
' . ’ ) R . ’ A *. v P
: - ‘. . ‘ « B . ‘ ‘ IS + ']0 URa X FTEa
. . ’ . : : ) Z * )
. . -l a1 (URY X FTE,).
Y
. ] . + .05 MN; x FTE,
. )
S o Z_(MN x FTE, )

Spe@1a] program/proaect fund1hg _ ’ ‘
Ihe reimbursement rate as a percent for the LEAd is the total

qf the above criteria points added to 50, wh1ch is the matehing

funding requ1rement'of thi:;tate. '

Reimbursement Rate for _

LEA, -expressed as a %

w

LIFRG, UR® + AV* + 50

-

e

©

-

AN

Thxs re1mbursement rate, wh1ch ranges from 42.5% to 58%, is o

A

B then multiplied by the ‘total costs of the special prOJect to deter-

mine the federal funds used to support the proJect. I

COMMENTS ON THE KANSAS PROCEDURE: TNt

"y . . N
« R N .

ii) The source of -

Step 1: 1) No'maﬁleable variables are used

. the unemponment data is the State Department of Human Resources. ‘The

* source of the poverty data is the U. S. Department of Agr1cu1ture, 1975.

Step 2: 1), The reagene for the spec1fic sca]es and weights of

are not exp]ained i1) The reason for using different

—

the vari ous factors

150

T -138-
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3

'
0
’ 3
°
. : . N . . .
« * .
v \r

point scales for "120 and 150" fund1ng and "spec1a1 programs" funding is

not -explained. iii) Kansas tranforms its data using the procedura] point
scale method, which is rion-continuous. ’x
Step 3: 1) Kansas transforms its points into dollar a]locatjons

us1ng the weighted points method.. ii) The reason for using the specific-

‘transformat1on procedure.1s not explained. {ii) For the 120 and 150 fund ‘) :

allocation procedure, there is no 1nd1cat1on whether each district is Iinited K

N T~ - . - L ‘
in the number of program applications they can submit.
N + . ]
. » R
~ - - ,
i
,
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‘ |}
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KENTUCKY

e 4 T @

DATA SELECTED: , ' ¢
E, Emgloyment (County),)Low‘Income Individuals, AV, UR, Average

Current Expenditures, DR, Non;ﬁttending‘Schoo1 Population (absenteeism),

poP (aged5x§-64) Handicapped POP (aged.6-18), State Funds Budgeted per
Post-Secondary Inst1tution, FTE Students (Post-Secondary) Hand1capped

=

Students' (Post<Secondary), ‘Students from LIF (Post-Secondary), Bas1c

2.

Educatona] Opportunity Grants per Post-Secondary Institution.

TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES:

Kentucky uses one set”of formulas to distribute federa] money to

LEA s and another set to distribute federal funds to 0ther E11gTB1e

Recipients o . - : f}
Distribut1on to LEA's - , - .

There are six factors computed as shown be]ow Most1y the factors

use cont1nuous, non-ma]]eab]e data, but there 1is one 1nstancefé?\

i -

“variable® be1ng ‘converted to a ‘point score, namely, “"degree ~of economic
“depression.” There are three;"characteristics."

Charactefﬁstic No 1 N

. .
« . ‘

.Location in any ‘county that has an dnnua] unemployment rate of

3

6 percent or above for the past year. v

Characterist1c No. 2. "

Location in an "area of perswstent unemp]oyment," defined- as an

unemployment rate during the most recent calendaf year-at 6 percent or
more‘and (a) at least 50 percent above national average unemp]oyment rate for

three of the preceding four calendar years ‘or (b)‘at least 75 percent

X
ot

- « _152 C._140- .




above national average unemp1oyment rate for two of the preceding three
{:a1endar years or (c) at 1east ]00 percent above nat1ona1 average

nemp]oyment rate for one of the preced1ng two caﬁendar years.
- '

Characteristic No. 3 _— _‘ o . {
Locat1on with1n any county in.the Appa1ach1an Region of Kentucky
LEA's are given a point score for economic depress1on under the *
‘following table: ’ ” )
. “ S ° Point Score for
Number of Characteristics ) . Economic Depression
. $ ‘ 3 ’
0 ” \ ] .
p 1 1.1
2 . ) 1.2
3 . < 1.3 .
- ol g A
‘The six factors used in distributﬁno federal funds to LEA's are v
these: ‘ | - '
) . R ° R 'f" 1 .
Factor 1 =~ . T
3 year Average County Employment o Enroﬂ]mEnt'of‘District .
3 year Average State Emp]oyment ‘Enro]]ment of County ' {
o o, L 5 .
Factor 2 = T _ : ' .

. Low-Income‘Individuafs in Count [EnroTment: of DiStrict
.LowaIncome(Individualsein.Qtate EnrolIment of County

¢ { N " . 5 ) K; “?
Factor 3 = -0 ) o T .
(AVS/ES + AVd/Fd) x (Economic. Depression Score). . " | Lo
Factor 4 = $

“s

(District Average Current Expenditure .. State Average Cgrrent Expenditure)
i E : ¥ § , ,
d s

\

!
-~
se
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Factor 5.= S oo
“ £
Sum of School District's Low-Income Individuals, School Dropouts and
’ ‘ Non-Attendees )
Sum of State's Low-Income Ind1v1dualiJ/5chool Dropouts and Non-Attendees .
School District's Population Aged 15-64 R
State's Population Aged 15-64 ‘ '
. ' B
a Factor 6 = “ ‘
" Factor 2 x - P oot )
A o ’ District's 3 .year Average Handicapped POP Aged 6-18
State s 3 year Average Handicapped POP Aged 6-18 -
. . +o  {5chool District®s Population Aged 15-64)
] State's Population Aged 15-64 - X
- . b . - i
< . , -
Distribution to Other Eligible Recipients . .
, For Other g]jgible Recipients, two factors only are computed.
Factor 1 = _ . . .
State Average Budgeted Amount for Expend1tures
; i fTE Students in State -
e . ' +  Institution's Ave;;ge Budgeted Amount for Expenditure >
tudents 1n Inst1tutlon ,

-

A : FTE

. ] - . % , : i \‘ . ! -
o * ‘ Factor 2= ) : , v 4 L §

' ' Rehab11itat1on C11ents + BEOG Students in Inst1tut1on i
FTE Students 1in Institution ,

- , .
3

ﬂ&: Rehabi]itation Clients are defined as handicapped students,

students from LIF, and LESA $tudents.




‘
3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT (OR FACTOR) SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS

D1str1but1on to LEA's ’ 3‘ .

The non setaside port1on of Section 120 funds and Section 150 funds*

are distributed under the fo]]owing formu1as

3
=

Pa= . S .
" Factor 1 + (1.1) x Factor 2

(Factor 1 + Factor 2) X"»(Fact:or‘g)-1
- 5, .
- & — . " 1 .

(Factor 1 + Facter 2) X (Factor 4) . !
L” . .10 . = ;

s ¢ ¥ ‘ - ' P <
. ) - i d
and SNd = (f%geralﬁfunds available) x ~——§j—1ﬁ;- .

.

he d1sadvantaged setaside port1on of Sect1on 120 money, Secfion

NI 130 funds, and Section 140 money are d1str1buted under thg fo]]oqug

-~

formulas:
. ’ V ‘ i ) / ) . ‘ .
'Pd = E I ) . | - . ..

{

Factor 1 + (1.1) Factor 5
+ [(Factér'] + Factor-5) (Faetor})]
' 5

A}

\’-.J}Factor 1‘4 Factor §) (Eactor A)] : : N - -
10 : T <o "

and Sd = (federal funds ava11ab1e) X

Z Pj . * . © ] ' . ( _

_The handicapped setaside of Section 120 money is distributed under

"the follewing formulas:

~

[y
o,
o
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COMMENTS ON KENTUCKY'S PROCEDURE:

Pd \‘ . . - ’ 3 . .
) / . . - v

Factor 1 + (1 1) Factor 6 ) .

f

+ (Factor 1 + Factor 6) (Factor 3)-1 o . . |
5~ ' |

- (! - . |
% | (Factor 1 + Factor §) (Factor 4) _ X )
and S.= (federal funds availabie) X
; Pd o 44 * “» ’_ .‘

,2 PJ- ) . ) . | . . N ’_,

14 [N .
. °

-

Distribution to Other Eligible Recipients

k)

. - -
The following formulas are used-to distributed federal funds to

Other Eligible Recipients: - Lo
Pd = . * ‘ . . *' J l ) .
" Factor 1 + Factor 2 . - -
and - . )
~ - - ,Pd . Ve
Sq = (federal funds available) X —<=p— S N
. —’ z j . . N

» ~ b
= ?
~ ¢
L 4 . - & .
0 ‘ - \

1. For the most part non-malleable data and cont1nuous methods
are used. However, the extreme comp1ex1ty of the formu1as for
. LEA's makes a gr1or1 1nterpretat1ons of .the distribution pattern

practically 1mposs1b1e.,

- oy 2. Match1ng rat1os are set by the state and are d1fferent from

one recipient.to another. In general, "LEA's that are

economically depressed or poor in property wealth receive lower




- - . v *
S ’ -
- el . hd T
\‘ \}7 o -
R - , {
. local matching ratios. In the case of Other Eligible .
Coame e Recipients lower local matching ratiog are awarded for
L I%W state support per FTE student or for a high proportion ¢
! . C ! . ' ) - - )
C o, - of high cost students, or both. For-<all recipients), putting
' ‘ . ~ - v
- - 2] B
MO o up a new or innovative program-earns a lower local matching
ratio. o . '
LN ' . :
- ) ’ @ ) '
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LOUISIANA

1. DPTA SELECTED .
'AV/ADM, MFI, LJF var1ous m;asures on effectiveness of vocat1ona1
education programs within the state. -

2. TRANSFORMAIION OF .DATA INTO POINT SCORES - ' - ‘

IEach year all eligible recipients are given the opportunit} to
subm1t requests, ‘for ‘funding of regular vocat1ona1 education programs.-
The app11cat1on is’ embedded in a “1oca1 p1an."\ The re1at1ve worth . . .
of each local p1an is assessed by the Division of Vocational Educa-

‘-t1on ‘of the Lou1s1ana State Board of Elementary and Secondary Educa-

tion. . The four broad crnter1a are relative ab111ty to pay, re]at1ve
concentratIon of low 1ncome fam111es, the effect1veness of. vocat1ona1
educat1on programs, and manpower needs and Job opportun1t1es. '

There is a standard rating sq\le used for .each app11cat1on.
For each criterion, whether, for example, the crite:§a of “1oéated:

A .
in area of h1gh unemployment,"” program recognizes "yocational educa-

-
\

t1on needs of hand1capped " or “program meets. needs of e11m1nat1ng . SR

N

sex bias and sex stereotyping," a f1ve point sca]e is used by the
state adm1n1strator. There is a separate rating scale for consumer.
\homemekﬂng "Points are averaged by two-d1g1t occupat1ona1 code,

‘“»

They are weighted by the fo]1ow1ng scale:

K

Relative Abiljty to Pay 5 ‘\\\\\ -

Relative Concentration
of Low income Families - 4

Effectiveness of Voca-
tional Ed. Programs -3 . ' S

Manpower Needs and .
0pportun1t1es . 2.




- N .
In addition there are special rating sheets'specifically'for

the handicapped, cooperative education progranms, disadvantaged set-

\. asides, and teacherﬂtraining A1l use-a five point scade.
3._ TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS
. The tota] oo1nts of :a parish are increased by a “base
a]lotment" of- 100 to obtatn a "total weighted factor." The tota1
we1ghted fadtor is mu1t1p11ed by enro]]ment of the parish to deter-‘
_-mine an "adJusted we1ghted factor."” Presumably, a par1sh 3 entitiment
to federa] funds is its proport1onate sﬁare of the statew1de total
of adJusted weighted factors. : . y o
COMMENT§ ON THE LOUISIANA PROCEDURE

" The Louisiana procedure appears to be more highly sub3ect1ve than

* o

that of many states. State officials are expected to rank app11cat1ons
‘with regard to Such matters as "vocat1onai\\ducat1on needs of unemp]oyed ‘
youth "~ We are unab1e to ascertain the kinds of data on wh1ch such a
' judgment wou]d be made, much less the techn1ques of data ana]ys1s. Possibly the:

4 s

’ assessment is made on, the basis of verbal stE:eme:ts in an aop11cat1on, ]
' but this procedure a1lows for con$1derab1e discrepancy 1n the Judqments.n -
made by one reviewer compared to another. : It s poss1b'|e that .
Ld1fferent data sources are empioyed to rank prooosals of d1fferent parishes. -
Undér the head1ng "Re]ative Ab111ty to. Pay," the following statements s

| appear: '"Nea1th of the area shall be detenn1ned by : a) tax assessments |
furnished annually by the Louisiana Tax Commission, or b) Persona&JIncomei
by Parish and Economic Area or c) Estimates of Louisiama buying {ncome.
Source of data sha11 be the Stat1stica1 Abstract of . Louis1a?a or other '

reliable source” (Emphas1s added).: The’ add1t\on of an arb1trary welght )

s

v -
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;of T00 to-a par1sh s po1 nt score reduces consv1derab1y the a]]ocatwe im-
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.. DATA SELECTED:.

" Level of Need
LF .

_ #bility to Raise Revenue
’ el

AV per pupjl * :
2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA .INTO POINT SCORES: o

A score Av::fvis’ assignefpyon the basis of the assessed value
. of property per;p}gpi 1. ) :

~

J t-wey '  +.Assessed Value/Pupil

n =

I

. 500,000 & up.
«. 400,000-499,999 «
* ak300,000-399,999:
00,000-299,999 . -
> 100,000- 199,999
90,000-99,999 .
'80,000-89,999 '
70,000-79,999
.60,000-69,999
50,000-59,999
_40,000-49,999
30,000-39,999
. .20,000-29,999
15,000-19,999 -
( 10,000-14,999
. 0-9,999 '

TRANSFORMATION OF .POIKT. SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS:

~

~ -

[

- _.’ - ' -~ . ( 5 i 3
Allocation to Gounty C _ Total Funds available LIFc + AV,
for ‘proaram type .P N for type P program AR

LIF* +  AV*

3

. where ;

P = various categories of progran{s for which the state has ‘ »
allowed the money to be used such as secondary, handicapped,
_ and disadvantaged progrdms. ) N '@

161




' _COMMENTS ON THE MAINE PROCEDURE:
. Step 1: No ﬁa]]eab]e,Data : : : : ' |

Step 2: A Non-ProceduraT Point Sca]e, a non-cont1nuous methad, is . : |
employed to trangform assessed va]ues. gaw, con§1nuou§,counts of Tow- \
families are emp]oyed in the formu]a.’ |

Step 3: NPy>used Formu]a a]]ocates funds to each of 16 counties. ‘

" We are unable to determine how funds are-subsequently distributed ‘to LEAs.

[

a7




MARYLAND

1. DATA SELECTED TN - . o

Hary]and uses a set of closely related formu]as with many common
variaQ}es that do not correspond Drec1se1y to our standard notation.
’ ‘ * . Where necessary, add1t1ona1 definitions are supp]ied below:

EPq =°expendituré per studént for vocational education

EA4 = expenditure per.student for all education

. T VEd = FTE errollment in regu]ar,vocatio;§T~hrogréﬁs : ‘

ADy = FTE enroliment in adult vocational programs
HAC4 = FTE enro11ment in consumer and homemaking programs
VFTE4 = FTE enro11ment in postsecondary and postsecondary adu]t

programs

DEy = number of full-time equivalent disadvantaged persons

ﬂEd = number of fu11 time equivalent hand1capped persons

- EDy = economically depressed -area
LIF : : : -
Avyq ‘

NTE; = net taxable income

Eq . : .

. Wsg= AVg+ NTEg

"= wealth per student
Eq ‘ . .

MO, = manpower need and job opportunities

DRd
URy4

'CE/FTETd = receipts for, current expenses per Flgustudent of
entire postseqpndary institution. -

»
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2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES

<A1l of the above data are normalized so that they have ‘mean = 0

S .

. and standard deviation = T. Points are’assidned relative to tne
number of standard deviations from the mean, an e]igib1e7reéipient's
L 4 N

normalized variable is, in accordance with the following scale:

Standard Deviation  Points

5
-4 . ;
-3
-2
- -] R
Mean = 0
+7
+2 -
+3
+4
© 45

OWONONHBWN—0O
4

-—

7 -

- For example, where drop-out rate is used as a variable, a district
whose drop-out rate is 5 standard deviations above the mean will
get 10 points, one whose drop-out rate is 0 (normalized) will get

5 points and one whose drop-out rate is 5 standard deviation below,

the mean will get zero points.

- - 3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATTONS

.

Up to 33% of federal funds may be allocated agcording to the

following formula; /

- . Local Education.Agency Points = P4y = 1.5 WS.+.DOR + MO + UR +
ot - ‘ #

EA + EP +sED +:1.5

Sq1 = Tota] Federal funds = . Pg ' .
- Mlocated. by Formula 1 | - ) -
2 Pia :
o . ] ‘ all eligible
L. ) . . recipients j

-




/
S .

" At least 67% of federal funds must be distributed by a
set of formulas, Which we will label 2a, éb, 2c, 2d, and 2e.

—

23 = Pyig,d = DE (1.5 WS + DOR + MO + UR + EA + EP + ED + 1.5 LIF)

-

14

2b

* Postsec., d = VFTE (CE/FTET + MO +1.5'WS + UR + EP +ED + 1.5 LIF)
* .2 =Py 4= HC (15 WS + DR + MO + UR + EA + EP + ED + 1.5 LIF)
2d =Py g=HAC (1,5 WS+ DR +UR+EP+EA+ED+ 15 LIF) .
) . 2e = Presidual,g = VE (1.5 WS + DR + MO+ UR+EA+EP+ED+1.5 LIF)
. then P, _=p ‘ ’ - -
- 7427 "dis,d ¥ Ppostsec,d T P h,d * Pen,d * Pres. .d .
and - Sd2 = Total Federal Funds _— sz ‘e
5 Allocated by Formula 2i —?E—————:;——
- A - : - P.,
, : N all eligible

@gec1p1ents J

! N « ¥

COMMENTS ON THE MARYLAND PROCEDURE:

- btep 1: No malleable data is used.
Step 2: A non-continuous standard deviation method is employed.

' Step 3: Weighted Points Method is used. "

-

i) The need for two main formd]as, 1 and 2 is nowhere made clear,

‘ except with regard to the statement that formula 1 ex1st§l;Tb assure a]] ' -1

i~

" -

e11g1b1e récipients are provided funds. . . .

-if) The variables EP and EA are defined under a paragrabh labeled

T « "excessive costs Y Yet both are entered separately in the formulas. If

b

one wighed.to reimburse rec1p1ents»for excess1ve costs, a fairer procedure

-

is to use a var1abLé (EP - EA), .




*

iii) The State Plan defines relative financial ability as

AVd + NTEd - L. Ve

<< ¢ and enters this in its formulas with' a weight of 1.5.

d - ‘ ' .

If the state actué]]y follows this ﬁrocedure, the formula awards more money

WSd = E

to h12h wealth d1str1cts than to low wealth. Moreover, because EA (expendi-
tures per student) 1s usually highly qorre]ated with WS, 1nc1ud1hq £A ‘in the
formula as’descr1bed furtker increases allocations to wea]thy districts. In
other words, as described by. the Planf the formu1aucomp1efe1y‘éontwadicts
federaT 1ntent B S . '

1v) The use of standard dev1at1ons conf1nes the variation in point

scores to a narrow band whenever the under1y1ng distribution of a variable

is be]]-shaped. Very few districts will have scores more than ¥ two stan-
N g

dard deviétions. Hence, the use of standard deviations makes it likely that '

mosi recipients will get about the same number of do]laqs per studept.

=

KN / . ’ < .
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MASSACHUSETTS ‘ :

1. DATA SELECTED

LEts A
Level of Need:
- ' : E, U, UR, POP
v * Ability to Raise hevenue: .
AV/E, MFI
Non-LEAs - .
No fdrmu]a in F+~79 - ' -
2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO Po;ﬁf SCORES
LEAs . |
o Eligible recipients are rankéd in ascending order of theér vaiues
of AV/E. _The eligible recipieﬁi at the top of the ranking (the poorest
e]jgib]e recipient) 1is- ranked number one, x = 1, the e1{gib1e recipieq}
secoﬁd from the top, x = 2, the'g1i§ib1e recipient'third from the top
% = 3, and so on. ‘ }
| Additiqna]]y, etigible recipients are r;;ked in ascending order of
MFI. Each e'ligi.b'le recipieﬁt is then assigned a valye ofeY in the same
" fashion as values x are assigned. .For the eligible recipient with the
lowest value of MFI, Y =1, Y =2 for the e]ig%b1e recipieﬁt with the

©

“second lowest value of MFI,.and so on.

~  For each eligible recipient d, a Zd is computed, where -

Zy= Xy * Yy

Eligible recipients :Ze then ranked according to the value of Z. .

Each, yalue of Z is assignefl an associated number of points, W. The

°

S




following table shows how a value ow W is assigned for a particular values

-

of Z.

Percentile Position, of
of Z, on'the Z 1ist! Wy ]

0- 2 26 - 30
2-16 .21 - 25

16 - 50 ©16 - 20
50 - 84 N - 15
84 - 98 6- 10

and above 1- 5

»

~1Zd is in the 98th percentile if i} is greater than 98% of the -

other values of Z°on the List. (The State offers no more accurate
way of assigning values of p than these general ranges. Presumably
. though, if a particular value of Z is on the low side of a range.
shown in the left column of the above table, it will be assigned
a value-of W that is on the low side of the analogous range in the
right column). .

3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS

No. of Dollars Degmed «
= Appropriate for Boston Ed X wd

AL
m X-W

—

N

EBoston Boston

-
=

*

is to spend on S;bpart 2, Supbart 3, and Subpart 5.

Subpart 4,funds are distributed by a different procedure. Each
eligibie recipient d must meet four requirements to qualify fqr Subpart
4 fupds: . ‘, | . » ] ' .

1. POP; > 50,000 - |
. 2. Wy

3, Uy > 1500 ]

> 3000 -

> 20 )

4. E,

. Subpart 4 monéy is distributed among ¢1igib1e recipieqté who meet these

168 ;
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The state specifies the percentage of AL that each eligible recipient. _gi




four requirements such that the number of dollars per student allocated
to an eligible recipient is proportional to its unemployment rate.
URd

Subpart 4 allocation _
$60 x Highest UR‘observed

to e]igib]e recipient
COMMENTS ON THE MASSACHUSETTS PROCEDURE :

Step 1; No Malleable Data Useq.

Step-2: Thisis a non-continuous method which is not classifiable
in terms of the methods d1scussed in Section II.

Step 3: Massachusett’s forﬁﬂ]a is difficult to c]assify Unless

it’is true that

No. of Dollars Deemed - '
Appropriate for Boston- Totel F""dé tg Be Distributed (A)
Egoston X "Boston - all LEAs i
1
: S

. there will e1ther not be sufficient funds to make all of the allocations

determined in Step 3 or there will be funds 1eft ‘over after the alloca-
tions are made. If the funds are not suff1c1ent th1s Jeaves unanswered
the question of wh1ch LEAs will get 1ess than the amount determ1ned for

them in Step 3. ) .

If equation (A) 1s true, however, than Step 3 1s a we1ohted Points

~

Method that can be written as follows: -

AL . = Total Funds Available x E:

m,d
E, x W . ‘ ) ) ‘ e
d d . -

wh E ——— -

&re 54 T 3 (E, x ¥y) ,

h all .

LEAS i - I

*1f E 1s a measure of vocational plus qenera1 enrollment rather than just

vocqtiona1 enro11ment its use in the formu]a may lead to 1neou1t1es, if

the ratio between the vocational enro]]ment and the qenera] enrollment is

f
.

not the same for all “elidible r'ec1p'ie,nti.‘39 :
- . ’ _.1 57:- .

-

-

/
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MICHIGAN

»
.

. ©*1. DATA SELECTED:
Secondary Institutibns ‘ . T .

Léve1“of Néed ) e

|
— .. : |
- 0o, U, YU, DE |

' Ability 'to Raise Revenue )

AV per resident member, FF (Fedetal Forests in District), TC’
. (Transpgrtation Costs), EPP (Expenditure per pupil) ' ,

: " Postsecondary’

Level of Need

. . SE, LIF, ECS, OD (Office occupations; distributive R
. edycation), PVT (Pupils in Voc/Tegh programs), h (health) -

Ability to Raise Revenue L4

AV per vocational education student
2. TRAN§FORMAIION_0F DATA iNTO.POINT SCORES:

Secondary

Step 1
For each district d, find the number of Student Units SUp d

-~

for each of its programs p. ) L

v (3]
Step 2, ©
| Total Student Units for district d = TSUg= D> SUp 4
x : ) . a1g programs ~ -
&
. Step 3 - h ..
) =4

- _ o
Find the number gf points TPy, that each, district earns on

- I . .
o each of the eight scales:

) \)"' 'A" - . “a .,117()' - f




.1 Rélative~?inancia1 Ability + ~

.« 35,000

O

~

Average equa11zed : ..
valuation per res1denﬂ§ Points

—$11,000
15,000
19,000
23 ,000 - ’ ’ -
27,000
31,656

39,000°
* 43,000

47,000

51,000+

—
O—=NNWHNRNHAhN0 WO

2) Property‘Téx-Millage
-Rates from 18 to 38+ mills earn from 0 to 10 points, with one -
point for every 2 mills in excess of 18. . - ‘
3) Amount of State and Federal Forests in District” ' .
Percentages from O to 45+ @rn from 0 to 10 points, with:one point
for every 4 percentage points %n.excess of’O,
4) Excessive transportation costs
Costs from $30 to $130+ earn from 0 to.10 points, with one po1nt
' for every $10 in excess of $30.
5) Expenditures per pupil ’ |
A Average expenditures per pupil from $1,500 to $500 earn from 0 to
10 po1nts w1th‘%ﬂE point for every $100 below $,500. ) ;
6) Needy students (students rece1v1ng free and part1a11y pa1d school
lunches)

" Percentages of needy students from 2 to 47+ percent earn from 0 to

10 points, with one point for every g‘percentage points in excess of 2 percent.
: L2

. 7) Title 1 ESEA Eligibles

Percentages of ESEA eligibles from 3 to 23+ percent earn from 0 to 10

P , .

-~ &




v
[§

points, with one _point for every 3 percentage ‘points in excesé of 3

" percent.

8) - Dropout- Rate - : . . o

Dropout rates from 0 to 10+ earn' from 0 to 10 pdiqts, with one

boinp-for every-1 percentage point in excess of O.

Post-Secondary Formula

7
Non-Equipment Expenses: - r R

Each institution receives an a]lbcation for each of the

following vocational education cost categories.

-

3 -+ 1) O0ffice Occupations; Distributive Education.

.\\\2) Voc-Tec
N

s - L4

. | 3) Health )
. ‘,§Feg ]
’ Ability to Pay Score AP* .
F ( . .
- - {
Assessed Value .. .
No._of Students in]Voc- AP* -
Tech _programs - e
* ° " h
, ~-8-249,999 , 1.10
- 250,000-499,999 . o 1.08
500,000—749,999/ya * 1.06
750,000-999,999 -1.04
> T 1,000,000-1,249,999 1.02
v -1,250,000-above _ . ¢ 1.00
Q‘a‘ N ’ o ‘ \ £y
v Step’ 2 o . >

=

G Tw

Y

6! f\s

[

(54
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A

~

Step 4

No. of Occ. Ed. Students )
at institution receiving BEOG
Total no. of Occ. Ed |

Students at institution tI*
.20 and above 1.10
.16-.19 1.08

~ 12-.15 1.06
.08-.11 1.04
.04-.07 1.02
0 -.03 1.00

/

Step 3 )
<:;_ " Sex Equity Score SE*

For each institution, find a value

of SE* for each of its 3

. N~
cost categories. -
)
percent of enrollees
____ who are female _SE* ‘ * .
’ 96 100 1.00 LN
- 86-95 1.02

76-85 = 1,04
66-75 - 1.06

- 56-65 1.08 X -

© 45-55 1.10 b
35-45 1.08
25-34 1.06 ,
15-24 1.04 .
5-14 1.02 . -
0-4 1.00 _ -

’ L 3

For each postsecondary institution i,

Score WE* for each cost category-

-

,—/ ‘7- - -

* *
WEod, i © SU 1.21 x APy

od,i

-

. . *
1.88. x APj§

>

’ 3
.wEvtf1 'sgvt,i

* e SUps 1.78 x APj
NEh,‘i' S hii . X 5

.161-.

find a Weigted Enro{Jment

173

. *
x LI x SEi

*

x LI, x SEy

*
X SE

*
h]
*
x LI




office occupations and distributive education programs
voc-tech programs
health programs

- where od
vt
h

»

4

3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOtATIQNS:

Secondary - TS -
X

© " Allocation to district d = Total Funds Available x. d” d
for Seconding (TSU; x TP.)
N h] 3
all i .

4 3

Postsecondary

‘A11ocat%on to institution i for
office occupations and distribu-
tive edutation programs

SN X * ’
_ Total funds available . WE"od,1- .
for Postsecondaries | WEgd + ”E;t + NEE

-~

. ... . Total Funds
Allocation to institution i _ Available for «x WEvt i

for voc-tech programs Postsecendaries *
- Z WE._Sd +ZWE;t + ZWEh’

.

Total Funds o -,
Allocation to institution Available for WE, 5 . /

for health programs Postsecondaries x '
. * L ]
ZME, ;| ME; LWE -

Vi e

4

* ~~Equipment Expenséﬁ

Step 1

Arrange institutions in descending order of their values of
. AP* + LI* + SE*
A

-
-

L ~ .t

The institution at the top of the 1ist is assigned a reim-

bursement rate of-55%. fhe-institﬁtion at the bottom of thé lisi

M -

is assigned a reimbursement rate of 45%. Those inbetwéen are

ge{mbursed'proportiondté]y.

r

. - aed4




wsms ON THE MICHIGAN PROCEDURE L L
_Step 1: No malleable data used. . . o
Step 2: A non-continuous Procedura] Point Scale is used, whereby
all variables are transformed to scales ranging from 0 to 10, The mid- g *
point, 5, is set at the state average and variables earn points by dividing
h | the values_of the variable into equal intervals on either side of ihe mid- ‘
~ point. | .
) > Steﬁé' .« The Weighted Points Method 7s used.
| i) At the secondary’ 1eve1, e%ch of the eight sca]es rece1ves equa]
weight. However, assessed value, property tax millage, pub]ic]y owned .
forests, and expenditures per pupil are all measures of relative f1nanc1a1

ability, .although only the first is explicitly labeled as such. 'In effect,

measures of financial ability influence half the points earned by the

eight scales. The Plan does not explain how these particular variables

were chosen, nor does it recognize the implicit we1ght1ng i
ﬁ\ii) At the postsecoadary level, each of the three var1ab1es -- AP,

LI, and SE -- enters the equetion W1th equal weight. No explanation is —

) A ~
offered for this decision. . ' ‘

= s .
.. - -1?3- o .o ' J/




PR
MINNESOTA
e 1. DATA SELECTED® I .
»  Secondary and Postsecondary
3 Level of Need ) |
PCI, UR, labor force part1 c1p‘at'lon rate, ADM, program costs
Ability to.Raise Revenue: - e " -
p AV / ADM ' CR
2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT _SCORES ”‘ )
\ ' Po1nt scores are ca'lcu'lated based on four cr1ter1a
. low income, ab111ty -to pay, emp'loyment and program costs. Mi nnesota
: ) 1s divided ‘1ntp thi ryteen ;z:onom1c development reg1ons The low 1n-
. \ come-and emp'loyment scores.are calculated for'each of the regions
as a whole. The school districts and institution within_a region
) ‘ recei ve that region's score for these two factors Ab1'l1ty to pay
’ , "~ and cost scores are_ calculated for each LEA 1nd1v1dua'l'ly
2 .~ a) Low Income ’ B . A N
Q 8z . Regq‘c_m P:ér jCapia Income‘(PCL} : : —Poinj: Score\‘ .
R ;;:eater than State PCT -« 9 0 .
o 75% - 100% of State PCI - e .t 100 _ :
50% - 75% of State PCI ~ - A Dot -
5. .. less than 50% of Sta}:e. PJCI L 3 - . 4
','\ '; ,~ i b) Abihty to Pay is based on each dis;mct s.assessed value -
- ' ;.- per ADM. ADNL ‘rs ca]cu'lated in fu'l'l time equiva'lenccyh mnts
“ / (FTEsi of-1050 class bours (s1x hours per, day for 175 (days_per .
BV fisca'l year). D1str1’cts ar‘e ranked from higheSt to 'Iowest ac- '
?:. ] * ‘, . co.rq;;ng‘ to ..I‘\\,\l/ADM;7 © -, ; . : " oL ,’,




A -

AV/ADM, Highest to Lowest

_Highest Quartile
Second Quartile

Third Quartile

Lowest Quartile ~ ~

S ADM. -

a

7

¢) Employment, part i).

Region UR

less than 1.25 x State UR
greater than 1.25 x State UR

part ii)

. Region Labor Force
Participation Rate (LFPR)

greater than .75 x State LFPR
jess than .75 x State LFPR

Point Score

Id
.

0
1
2
3

.‘n

Point Score
¥

Point Score

0
1

Employment score = part i) score + part ii) score.
) ;

d) The Cost factor is based en'each district's vogcational program

costs per ADM. Districts are ranked from .Towest to‘highest'iz,595t/ :

—tpy . \". »‘_“
.ox

«
-

Cost/ADM, Lowest to Highest

, q
Lbwest Third
Middle Third °
Highest Third

In addition to points awérded on the basis of the above

criteria, . each district receives ten "base points.”

v . . ..'_ . : .
TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS
[ ’ . .

Point Scére

0 e w

1 . By
2 »

L)

L

Fédera]éfundsl

‘ arekfquéaiéd‘hfoportionally to each district's total pbin;s mulf R

tiplied by its existing program costs in thousands.of dollars. o

. V2

s Cl16s-

A

t

177




‘al1ocations'of federal dol ars.

et Ad = (Low Income score + AP score + Employment score +

Cost score + 10) x Total §¥Ogggm Cost
]

all for district d.

»

AL d = T |
ZA x funds availablée’
all d
tric s1

-

COMMENTS ON THE MINNESOTA PROCEDURE:

. Step 1: It is unclear if “total progfam costs" are the previous

yearis costs or an estimate based on this year ap.ph'cati;ons.? If they
are.based on this year's applications, this is\MalleableData. A1l other

data are non-malleable. . p
~ : . . {
Step 2: Transformation into Point Scores is by the Non-Prodedural

’

Po1nt Scale method a non-cont1nuous method.

Step 3;(,0011ar Kllocations are by the Welghted Po1nts Method.
W
} . ' . 7

i) The formula is used to d1stribute Secondary and Postsecondary funds

(3

' ol

from sect1ons 120 and 130. The hand1capped and d1sadvanteged setas1des

and all'fhnds from sections 140 and 150 are distributed on a non-formula
basis. ‘ : . .. . .

i1) This funding p;ocedure gives'great weight’to the costs of ex{siting

programs. Although th1s 1§b1ntended to benef1t d1str1cts with 1eg1timate

‘h1gh costs, (such as Iarge enrollments of hand1capped or d1sadvantaged

students), the formula does not discrimfhate at all among possib]e sources

of high costs This may tend to perpetuate exist1ng'programs that have

lproportionately high tota1 costs, because they earn pr%rortionate1y high

-'178' L
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~ -MISSISSIPPI
— - : St T W
R ) ) - . ; -
1. DATA SELECTED, ‘ ' . . S
 Level of Need: . - P »
o ' - LIF, DOR, YU, MN, Median gchoof:Years Completed by Popu]ation
over age 25, Relative Cost .
Ability to Raise:Revenﬁe:' ) : = ,
AV per student ‘ | - ’

2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES™

Mississippi employs five basic factors that are standard1zed com-_

’

posite scores of severa] subfactors which are a1so standardized. e '

a. Factor A -- Manpower Needs and Job 0pportun1t1es

¢ A

» E1ght subfactors compose this Factor A: 1) Percent of tota1 p0pu1at1on

/
emp]oyed 2) total employment trends, 3) new and expanded jobs, 4) new

i’c ' .

and expanded manufactur1ng employment,5) new and expanded nonmanufactur1ng -

emp'loyment '5) total annual wages Aaid nonagmcu'ltura'l ‘workers (1964-73), ) 3

4

*7) total annual wages pa1d nonagr1cu1tura1 workers 1972- 73 8) unemployment

-4

trends. . ' ” ‘ EERERL . A T

-

b. 'Pa;tor B -~ VdcatfonaT'Needs ’ c S . ' . L

Three subfactors compbse this factor 1) Annual. drop out fafe 2)

®

median schonl years completed by popu]at1on ovej'age 25, and 3) percent .
o . of‘youth unemp]oyed S S .. )
’ ° G factor C == Abi11ty to Pay ';} L : ' | ; ' . o I
7 Factor’C is assessed va1ue per student. " | “ | 4 .
L - " d. Factor D - Re1ative Costs ‘; .' ) e S L o
Factor D {s determ1ned by average da11y salar?es per vocational . :f : " ;
: T education 1nstructor‘ -, S - |
ARG~ LY T g
T P e 167+ S .. | ,QQ




N\ . ‘ . o /

N . - *

e. 'Factor E -- Concentration of Low-Income Families

Three subfaétors compose Factor E: 1) pppu]at1on density, 2)

o

percent of fam111es above poverty level, and 3) med1/p/fam11y income.

* A11 factors and subfactors are standard1zed‘us1ng the following

-]

~i

-

~

0

formula: ;

et

e

Districtﬁ Factor Score - State Average.Factor Score

Variance of Factor *5

L4

Note that this is not a standard procedure for normalizing a variable.
Standard normalization employs the standard deviation, rather than var1ance,

in the denominator. Using variance significantly narrows the range of

3

scores around the mean.

.

3.

TRANSFORMATION OF. BOINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS

Vment rate.

\

The five basic factors are used to, determine a reimbursement rate.
Factors C and E, relative ability to _pay and 1ow-1ncome fam111es are
miltiplied” (we1ghted) by 3,-while the rema1n1ng factors are*multiplied
Consequently, the state average total

by 2. The total is, d1v1ded by 5.

of all five scores is 12. The ratio of the’ district total ta the state
average, *mu1t1p11ed by 50%, determ1nes the local d1str1ct s re1mbu;§e-' ‘
- Thus, - for example, if a¢4ocaﬂ district’s tota] of average ’
we1ghted factors is 11056, its reimbursement rate 1s 48. 17% (11 56/12 00

x'50%) .~

Th1s procedure determ1nes re1mbursement ‘rates for Subparts 2 (except o

postsecondary) 3, 4, and 5 (except port1on o non-depressed areas). -

QOMMENTS ON THE MISSISSIPPI, PROGCEDURE ! . ' . ’
Step 1. No ma]leab]e data used. . . ?
' Step Z ' A cont1nuous Standard1zed Value Method-1s used ~\

‘ -Step 3

—.-..<

The Reimbursement Rate quatioh Methqd 35 used

¢ .

OL ‘ "'
. . .
) J- 9 \ k8

[ Ve
‘]6 - L.
A v




. »

The use of variance inftne denominator of the standardization
procedure results «in a very narrow range of scores around the state mean
of 12.0.

average of 50 percent, The Annual PJan does not JYist the rates of dis--

tricts, but it is unlikely that many, if any, are. less than 48 percent
“or greater than 52 percent Consequent]y, M1SS1ss1pp1 employs a very \

. e1aborate procedure that leads to very"11tt1e’d1st1nct1on awpng d1str1cts
Moreover, since the re1nbursement rate method is used and the range 1s
small, the state is probab]y allocating more do]]ars -per studert. to h\gh
wealth districts (with h1gher expend1tures to start with) than to 1ow°.‘
wealth.". In effect, the factors have gractica11y_no influence, and the'
resilt is almost the same as if the.state‘uhtform1y.reinbursed all djs-

tricts at 50 percent.

4

Hence, re1mbursement rates will not vary great]y from the state

S




MISSOURT . -

; Fommta]

1.  DATA  SELECTED .
LeVe1 of "Need . Y . \

El_g,_ﬂlngfi.DE AFDC, MOTIS (Vocational education enro11ment)

L4

Abi11tv to Pay

AV, MFL, LEF, UL S LY L
‘ 0ua1ity of Program . i
e
© 2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES . o B
" Enrollment Score EN*- o . . '
. X, - u R )
* d X , » A . -
EN, + 10 { ————=— +50 "° ‘ . <
.- ‘d -( (Sx > . .b‘ ‘ ’ . . R 6
’ MOTIS Enrollment )
where X, = d - :
d ~ .70 (Total Grade 9-12 enroi1mentd) SRS
T R o ‘ X
CAbFC, -
x!- d : . "
MOTIS Enro11ment d L . iy
T MOTIS d1sadvantagedd e Vo N
* WOTIS EnroTTment . . ‘ . ‘
+ HOTIS hand1cappedd - ' 1 R L -
. MOTIS Enro11mentd ) i ‘
// ) I + Hand1cappgq Popu1ationd . “ . . - e,
- . . Tb;al District‘ihro11meqtd - e
Uy : mean of all-values of X . ™ S Do
' '§x = standard deviation of the . values of X ‘ al ' .
'~ 132
21702
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Ability to-Pay and Low Income Score APLI*

.' APLI* = 10(: Ya- uy

' ;) + 50

S

u

y

-’

where Yd =

-

: Mi1l Rate of Taxatiqnd .
Assessed Va1ua§1'ond ,

-

State Average Famﬂy Income -
County Average quﬂy Income d - ‘ :

4 Count Average Unemployment | - ;o
State Average Unemployment

T . + 5 of Cotfntj) households witgh income under $3,000
. ' - % of State households énth income under 33, 000

- - Manpower Néeds Score MN*

The description of the procedure for determ1mna this.score is

¢y, <

unclear. .It seems to be %’%umned on the basis of the rat1os between .

the nufnber of students being tramed for each four-dunt occupat1on code

.and the number-of job openings for that four-digit code. The score is
" e ) . S
. standardized. - " ) .

"Total Score TS* . -

// .

' v - - u ~ R o ) ’ ' ‘
T,Sd 10< 4 ) . ) f e ,
. =4 o . L ¢ : N " . )
. . .- . . .'*.+_N* .. . NG
ubece I, = APLI X (MNj + EN,);
o7 u, = mean of all \hues of -Z;
L 2 ) > , .
- 5, = standard deyiation of a‘l]'va]uesmf . -
‘_\/‘ " 3. TRANSFO‘RMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS
" FormuTa 1 °
R ) Thi formula 1s used to al]ocate federal funds (Sect1on \,20)
“. ) , d : ' R . . .
R for regylar vocational programs. . .
) . \‘1 B LY . . 183 ‘ . .. ' -
- - ) M -T].-l- — T 4 . ’

-
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Allocation
to eligible
recipient d

- Total funds TS, x Approved Vocational Expeodituresd
available” -

. Y (TS X Approved Vocations1 Expend1tures )
, -~ all e11q1b1e
* . recipients j ~

~ wheredej: =12, ... ,n ~

n = number. of eligib1& recipients
12 “ -

COMMENTS ON THE MISSOURI PROCEDURE -
Step 1: No ma]]eab]e data used:.

1iikep 2: continuous, Standard1zed Va]ue method is used.

Step 32 A He1qhted Points Menhod is used.

“i) Although the process of standard1zat1on appears to give equa]

-

we1oht to the- var1ous factors, a number: of unstandard1zed variables are
,ﬁ ”~

used to compute each of the standard1zed scores, The result is an 1mp11c1t
weighting that dependsion the values of the %bw data and the ways they

are entered into the computations.
w




MONTANA -

L.
.,
e

.y 1. DATA SELECTED
; AV/ED LIF, district revenue from local taxation (LRd)
) aporoved excess costs in vocat1ona1 programs.
. 2. RANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES: . T o A
An index of Re'latwe Financial Ab1]1ty, also called (more
accurate'ly) an Adjusted Effort Factor, 1s computed. * It is a rat1o
of ratios, with the numerator being - S ‘ - .
AV @ | T T
d J ) )
Eq. EE , ‘
]
and the denominator beifg .
Local. Revenue d £ Local Revenue j
. Ed /- ZEj
This is conve:i‘-ted to a fﬁ'ye point sc‘a'le-( as follows:
- Adjusted Effoét _Factor Point Conversion )
3 . - i . L
R ~ Value of Index. - Points
- ' T ™* .
1.50.and above - 5 . .
. -1, - 1,49 < 4 ‘ ] .
. .90 - 1,10 3 L -
50 - .89 r 2,
- 01-- .49 - 1
b ) . .
. ‘ AVecOnd set of po1nts 1s denved om a poverty measure, as fo'l'lows: ‘
A ‘ ... Ppercent\of Families by County withg
Pomts» x +* ..y Income Jow_Poverty Level
1601 4 and ablfle . s
L 13.0 - 16.0 % . =
T 10,67 12.9. % |
. —‘— : 8‘00" 10.5 % :'
* . N ..‘ . 1 - {709 % ’
EN{C' . . ,. *1 - 4‘.. N '-- ) - " ‘18v5’ i o - . ‘ ° N . .o ) ' N ~
« - 'l o _.’:ﬂ' e ‘ . ’ ’ *.ié“? ."' ’ PP ’ . :‘ ) ) ’ e ., : .




Each set of ‘po1nts is weighted by \0 , given,a maximum point

total ,for each variable of 50. The two weighted scores are then .

o . added togefher. %
2. &NgFORMATION OF POINT SCORES- INIO BOE?AR ALLOCATIONS OR REIMBURSEMENT‘
E . .
B ‘ . . - \ C e s s
The following conversion table is used. . .
. Péints ) : ' S :
(TotaT of Effort ™ , ST T T :
and Poverty Measurei Reimbursement Rates (S '
: 100 t 100
S 90 o ,
T 8 - . 80 - ?
70 . =70 . .
T “ 66 : ¢ X 60 ) . N - N ¢
50 - : 50 ° Ry - o
‘o400 . < 40 N _ :
0. Lot 30 s : o
,.20 o "‘_ .. ,20 "\ . " N .
10 10 E '

0 0 ( L,
-~ 7 ’ - ’, _- N

. ) < Appl,icants havTrTg a score of less than 5 receive no federal

t 4
funds. ’ . e )
‘p Loca'l app'l1cat1ons must 1nc'lude total pregram .costy. State-

ofﬁc‘ials review budgets_and approve certain excess costs for reim-
0

,bursement at~ the rates described above. Only excess costs quahfy

(18 - for -reimbursement. Excess costs are. deflned as those costs which PR

%
//*’T"e_ﬁver and above the norma'l operat1 on of an educat(fona'l prograr.

N Speci fically these are 11sted ag extended contract sa'lary, voca-

v

tional student organizat1ons, akser stipend instructwna'l supplies,

- 1,

B 1nstructic;n\a1 minor equipment, mstructmna'l travel expeﬁses, con-

f

PO sultants® fees, cons’u'ltants traveT instruct1ona1 equipment main-

—t

. ‘-};4; 1' 86

. O . o . L s q‘?""‘:—'—""‘*

T : — - < .- . - - . . '

“w "
v

C we.,




- ¢
) .
LY

enance and repair, and instructional major equipment.

< If federal funds are inadequate to meet,statéd réimbursement for

[

. egcess costs,.then eaéh'anh1{cant recei;es'a prqportionate reduction in
reimbursement rate. b :
. COMMENTS' O THE MONTANA PROCEDURE
Step‘1 No malleable data used. T

kY * *

Step 28 A non-procedura] po1nt scale, a non-cont1nuous method 1s .

' used. . LT S *
: i » vocoL T W N
Step 3: A Tabular Method is used to ‘estaplish a reimbursement ragqt_. ;

¥ ¢
.

i) The formula as described above is'ﬁsed‘to’dﬁstribute Section

150 federa] money and the non-setaside port1on of Sect1on 120 money

Other funds are paid out on a requeSt for-proposa] basis. The postsecondarx
sl

setas1de ‘is distributed to f1ve tra1n1ng centers that are cons1dered to be

¥statewide" inst1tut1ons | . ' ‘

!

11) The AdJUSt&d Effort Factor reduces to

i )
2: Loca] Revenuejg: . Local- Revenued&‘
2 AV S W},

v .

ar
- -

L
A
.

Thus, the measure is a ratio of the aVerage statewlgg_tgx~rate to the
f Y. * -t'(‘
1oca1 tax rate, with d1strae¢$ w1th below average tax rates earn1ngnmore :

points than those w1th above avenagefratés.» -In most states, 1oca1 schoo]

{ P
_tax and. Toca] wea]th are 1nverse1y re1ated Hence, thTS 1ndex, ometﬂnes I

‘ de5cr1bed as "1ndex of relative ab111ty," is qu1te poss1b1y the opgiiite,

rewarding high wealth rather that 1ow~wea1th districts.

. e
— W LT -




NEBRASKA

© oy, DATASELECTED: . - o
Level of Need: : \_J/ i
- LIF, DIS, HAN, Vocational Enroliment (VEN),-Sex equity (SE), _
New and ‘emerging occupations “(NEO), Economic. D'epres.sion (D), - . ¢
; o New Programs (NP) T - ‘ .
. Ab111ty to Ra1se Revenue: . L -7
AV per cap1ta : . -
« ° o L
2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES: .
| Secondary . _ .
. < - "‘ N
‘ Low Income Family Score LIF* . T * <
P > ’ ", i R o . .
% of fanuhes ) %" 2T, .
. . with Tow income " LIFg et ,
‘ _ ‘ 25 or more - . 3 R .,-":” -,
‘- - 20.0-28.9 . - 16 A
o - 15.0-12% A L. ot
y 10.0-14.9. -, .7 -
‘ » ‘e . -+ 5,0-9.9. .° s
e . 0-4.9 7wy L, . .
M icadvantaged § oﬁ* o ' o
. isadvantagec >cOre No. of disadvantaged students enrolled o
T - DIS =10 x Jnd's voc/ed. programs . : -
e d~ Total no. of, d1§advantaced students A
T > Tl . enrolted in all prograns atd -
- Hand1capped Score HAN No. of hand1capped students enrolled- ]
- . » in d's voc. ed. proarams .
- °. 1 " HANd = ]0 X Total no. of handicapged students 1n c R
- e T an types of programs at d. . -
.°.E,'. . ' . 7‘%;' ',, ,' ) ) . N . . ) ”ﬂ“ "
Lt . a‘_ ° . P, ¢ N i \ - : ' / « ’
G JVocainona‘! Enro'l'lment Score VEN* - \ oo . . .
o —— ' ' B Vocatmna‘l Enm’n;ment at d 7 " . , .
A e YENdf 16 X Total Eﬂroﬁent at @ ’ . '
L SR ’ | T "
% ) ,': ' _.-’,.' ‘ v‘ .: ‘ ‘ - ) > _,: s, . [
s LT g8 T N
. C E— ., - -]76- ) . : . . '
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- R A
. . - . , r IS
- . & * ‘v‘ . ( ? e
Sex Equity Score SE . Y . . L
. For each of six discipliges (agriculture, business, distributive, ' -
health occupations, occupational home~econ'omjcs, trade and {ndustry) : “
- . ‘ 1 . -
. - - M K3 K3 . K3 \- : . K3 (] ¥
‘each eligible recipient will receive 1 pointfor each discipline in* -1 i 4
. v P AN
which the female enrollment is greater than or eaual to 18% and-the
~
male enro]lmen; is also greater than or eoual to 10%.- gk : :
. %L Ey & , —
’ New and Emerging Occupations Score NEO* ‘ o s -
NEOd 2 x (d's no. of programs serving emeraing. needs) / - .
- NEO*-has a maximum value of 6. . vl
- ‘ 'b - 6
> ‘ ’
) ¢, -\ R ’ ~ 8 v
Economic Dépression Score ED* oo I
: Percent of d's geographig area : - -
' , that contains a high unemploy- i e
) ment of economically depressed area.- EDqg
) g .. 51 or more , Lo n
. -~ 26-50 ‘ T 6 -
b - ) 1-25 ' : 3 N . - °
" New Program Score NP* ~ ' | ' “ " - B R
Lo-% . - et S - - .
NP, #-2 x (d's no. of new programs)- o=
NP* has a makimum value of 10, co ",
Total-Score T§* g{‘ : " e .
- "-Tp—rrri—mrf T
% TS d+ VE +NEO"+ED #di
. ‘ ( . ’ - : e ] K .
‘ ! et % < e ‘ . . - - - .
Pos tsecondary &« ) A R R
C -« ., T s o ! — ; ’
Ve . ’
-4 ' » ~ o - e .
C " N l \ ’ i e
L e 172189~ Ce e LT
v 4 : o : "v . P » : ] > N -~ M - ‘ ':U ‘kﬁ
e L o : { L
. ‘:! VARV L) -, - N . > N “
e mey . ¢ 7 N - v




- *

— N ' '\ « .

? v - \
Low Income Score LI¥ N~
. % of ¢'s population L iy oo .
. . . . that is"low Income" o L1 oo o
A 25 or more - .. S
:. ; 20-2409 ¥ .116 .:\ [l
. 15-19.9 ‘ SRR :
» 10-14.9 ’ 8 ! -
. 5,0-9.9 ., , 4 E
. 0-4.9 0 ' :
pwsadvantaoed Score DIS*™ '~ L
Q ¢ - -~

x

Same.procedure as_secondary d\sad%antaqed score.

-' . .
- » "
- v/\U .

Same procedure as secoﬁdary handicapped score.
¢ , _'6.

Handicapped Scare HAN

' ' %
Vocatwona] Enro]]ment Score VEN* '

Séme procedure as secondary vocatwona1 enroliment score.

F
! ' . -~ P r o

. °

Sex Equity Score SE* ) N Lo e

"of programs.

P - N -

A sub-score is ass1qned to each 1nst1tut1on for each of 5ix tvnes

The Sex Eauity Score is equal to the sum of. these sub- scores

For trad1twona11y ma1e-dom1ﬂ5ted programs: - o jg'
. i " ¢ of program enrollment , ~ . Ce e
" thay is female . sub-score - . .
i o \ - ' o .
\ ' 0-9 ~ : ' ’ 0 - i
. , 10 25 ’ : o 1 = .
26 or higher ' 2 :
- , N
For traditionally feme]é dominated programs T i
.~ ) . . . C, .
? - . B ’ ’ ~‘ q' .
; ' Ay o
v S N v L) .




o T f' % tf ‘program 1nronent .
' _ : hat is male . . sub-score
TN b 0
. o 10-25% / 1
¢ R 26 or higher C . 2
'. ﬁ 4 ‘I‘F :/ : ¢
. . ’ ¢ . '. }‘. ) ",‘/ . ,o
New and Emerging. Occupations Score NEO* .
. 3 ( .2‘ . o » ’ .
. NE02’= ¢'s fow Of] programs serving emerging occupations - - .
. N I i
) N LI I ’ ‘ :
.\'\4 - 3 | L.
. NEO*-has a maximum valie of 6
| .where H = Eighesf}va]ue of TS* (for technical eo11eges)
I "L = Towest: V] Iﬁe of.TS*‘(for‘technipaJ coTle}es)
) The Economic DepresJ1on Score (ED*) and the New Program Score (NP*)
\ \\ 1)
are the'same as the seco\dary edu1va1ents
I '1 . .
Total Score.TS* ° ° ' ’ S
. . ’
= "2 " oap* * * * * g *
(TS = AP + LIG + DIS + HAN + VEN + SEY + NEO, + ED_ + NP
* Ability to Pay Score AP* .
" 'In both secondary and po tsecondary 1nst1tut1ons, the e11g1b1e
rec1pients are ranked in desce ding order of the1r values of wealth per
. capita. Each e11gib1e rec1p1e t s percent1]e rank based on wealth per
capita is then determined
‘ . AP: = 20, x Percenthe Rank | WO
- ' ) 100/ -\ .




4 ' /
LY ‘ A
[
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} 2N .
\, © 3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES ‘INTO DOLLAR ALCOCATIONS |
7 ’ l
. . - ' . .y ~
ro Secondary |
. Federal Funds Available
Reimbursement Rate ~ for secondaries - »
for eligible recipient =
d , - Total Funds requested et e

by all secondaries

.
@ .
-

: N B0 0 ek
X [ 75 4+ ( it * (IS¢ - 1) )]
[ .- .

Where H= niqhest value of‘TS*
N . L=‘1owest~va1ue of TS*

_Postsecondary - ;.

*

. o Federai‘Funds Avaiiable
xReimbursement Raté. _for technical. collenes
for elibible recipient - “Total Funds requested by

c ., . a1} technical colleges

, o ) e
NENE L)

-1

- -

A

¢

CHIENTS ON THE NEBRASKA PROCEDURE:"
. ﬂgStep 1: No maiieabie data used

- Step 27 Both procedura] and non-procedura1 point sca]es, both non-

.
-
.. s

continuous methods are empioyed Proportion of Total methods which are
4

continuous are used to compute enrpliment scores
Step 3 Reimbursement Rate Method empioyed . _ .
1) Ihe computation of TS* fails to standardize variab]es Conse-
. quently,, variab]es assume different weights in the equation, and .these’

weights have no rationai basis. " o

IRIC 20 A9 -




1.

DATA SELECTED:.
AV ( per capita ) POP (county and state), Number of
]

ot

1nd1v1duals in Poverty, Number of Vocational Education Courses-

Taught% AN - )

14

. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES:

An index of‘relasive wealth is computed.. This is the -

4

following: = . " ‘ ro ’ PR

State AV -
Wd = State Population

County_AV
County Population

\J

’

Next, a measure'of'county weighted vocational program units is

.deveIoped:\ It is .equal to the fallowing:

-

WPU4 = 2 x County ReIat1ve % County Vocdtional,
HeaIth Index *  Program Units

This is the measure used to allocate approx1mate1y half of feaeraI
vocat1ona1 funds

The other haIf is distributed on the bas1s of poverty "“The .

point scale is simply. !

County Ind1v1duaIs in Poverty

o
Statemde Tndividuals in Poverty = founty Percentage in, Poverty

TRANSFORMATION oF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALtOCATIONS
The only federal funds not distributed by these formuIas

- are Section 130 funds which go out on a rerest forwproposal

‘ basis, a bIock of Section 120 money for D1sp1aced Homemakers (for wh1Ch

A4

a181-

193




e for 1imited

only one.LEA applies), and the Sectiop‘lzo setasid

lish speaking students (fo
e remainder of the federa
parts - B f is” distribut

r which oniy one LEA applies).

\\\ |
ded

Eng
1 vocationa] money is divi

Th
into two edua! ed by the formulas: .
- ..' N \

. Amount of pvailable Funds = pmount of Allocation
WPU per Weighted Unit

, ! R .
< " J»

&

and
g4 = WPUy x Amoun

t of Allocation per Weighted Unit

The other half is distributed by the formuia

Sd = County Percentage in Poverty X Amount of Avai]abie Funas

i

ENTS ON THE NEVADA PROCEDURE: ( ‘ ‘
No mallecable dath uscd. ‘
otal and Ratio to Averagd

~ Step 2: proportion to T

¢ used. ﬁ\\* -
n which funds are dist

The count is d

COoMM

"‘~ Step ]t N
both continuous

e Value,

methods » are employed.
Neigﬁted Points Method i

e of the few fonnu]as i

) / Step 3.\\
ributed on

i) This is
escribed.

urses.

Lot ‘ ’ "The number of secondary certified vocationa] program units which is the
1 previous year district vocationa1 education ‘courses receiving . -

.sum of a
unit or’its equivalent.” .

" the basis of a count of vocational education co

' © one Carnegie
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1. DATA SELECTED

.~ . . )

Secondary
\%Level of Need:

LIF, E o

Ability to Raise Revenue: \

-

, . ‘ AV per pupil , ' g
. Program Quality: S 'f‘

\ % Nunbgr of prbgrams offéred:,qua1ity é} plans—to_eliminate |

. sex bias, quality of prodrams " ‘

3 ~

Postsecondary . ] 9 .3

Level of Need: ~ ' : . o '

o

Number of students eligible for financ%a] aid, number

-
-

_ » receiving finaﬁcia1'aid,\amount of financial aid, HE, UR, E
- -, J .
Ability to Raise Revenue:

\

Q . ° “Amount of general education State support, tyi;ibn, other
k' ’ .
financial support .o .
) Program Quality: oL ) °

Faculty/industry coordingiib#,lna1e/?ema1é ratio, overlaps

_ with other poStsedondary‘institutiqns,.sex'bias, faculty evalu-

o ations}lprogram.eva1uatiéns, new programs ?'

L2 LRANSFORMA’T-_ION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES _-.

e

P e o Secondary” . s

- Pointsare assigned for various criteria.
< ’ . v .
« . .

Aésessed’vp]uation<perfpupil by school district -- 25 points

- R |-+ X 193
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25,001 -

!’

50,000 = 25 . >
50,001 - 75,000 = 22 ‘
75,001 - 100,000 = 19
100,001 -~ 125,000 = 16 - : —
\. / 125,001 - 150,000 = 13 v :
150 001 - 175 ,009 = 10 * : > . ‘

. .
Demograph1c gactor -- Concentrat1on of Low -¥ncome Fam1]1es 3 Percent

of Families ‘with income under $4,000 by s¢hool district -- 20 pg&nts

L 4

20 or higher = 20.: B '
5-19.9 =17 oo
10-149 =1 < t '
5- 9.9 =1] \
== 8 »

4.9 or' Tower.

2

Program Character1st1c Factors - Number of Programs 0ffered by Schoole

District -- 15 points: .44 po1nt per funded program. Tota],roundéd to

C \
nearest whole punber.

- 7 Two quality measures are done accordiﬁg to the number of years: for

A L
-

which a program is approved. s
Quality of Plans ‘to E11m1nate Sex §;as and Progress Toward.Implemenlation

“of the P]ans by’ Schoo) D1str1ct. (cOnsultant Subjective Evaluat1ons) -

N

up to 10 points. ) o o o
P ’ ) ' ' . { .
4 years = W0 ! r
' 3 years = 8
2 years = b
] year = 4 . .

~

. ~ ’ - ) B :
o Quality of-Vocational Program Offerings -- Overall Evaluation of Local
* 7 N .
Plan by Consultant Staff
»
, . - - A4 yearsy= 15 S
.o ' 3 yearsi®
' ; 2 years € 9 ,
1 year = 6 ; ) .

-
& . .
. : Y
- - . r
. ) - R A

- -184-




n

) For each of 20 vocat1ona1 educat1on d1stricts, one schoo1 is desig-
: nated‘as that d1str1ct S vocationa1 training center. These 20 schools

S _receive add1t1ona1 po1nts on the basis of enrollment. -

- ) B . ..
Number of Regional -(area) students.in Project Enrollment --¢¥S points

Y . ; . ‘s
1\ '

200 ‘or more = 15 [ '
100 - 199 =13 - )
.50 - 99 =1] -
25 - 49 = 7 -
RS S ]
Postsecondary . ‘ ’ . '

— -
|

‘1. Institution's Ability to Pay (28 points) -- sum of three factors: -
1. State Support for Student for Day School. Divide the net
" .state af- ropraat1on by the number of full-time students enrolled in

—»September. Points are awarded as follows:

&

- . N . . -

Under $2,000 _ 10 points ~ .
2,000 - 2,199 ‘ g. " v -
2,200 - 2,399 6 " ¥ .

Co - 2,400 ~ 2,599 4 " . ~ ‘

& . . 2 1600 and over . 2 " .

2. A Tuition Fattor. . Points are assigned based on the ratio of °.
r : L

tuigion to state aid, as follows:

& )

. Over\30% - 9 points‘

> 25% - 30% SN
21% - 25% 5 ]} .
- o 16% - 20% 3 " : . -
- 15% or less - 1" ‘ ~ S
'Q ' , . -8

. 3, - Other Financial Resogrces. Points are assigned based on amount -
~ of financia1 support for Day School programs in existence for two or

more years from other than state funds, tuitlon or- f1nanc1a1 aid o

- R ~ . PR
v .

O amper o &




.
*

)

©$ 0-$9,999.
10,000~ 19,999
20,000 - 29,999
30,000 - .39,999
40,000 - 49,995
Over 50,000

hJ -

II. Students' Fipancial SEatus‘(28 points) -- sum of four facto;s:

- B

1. Percentage of Students Eﬁigib]e for Finéncial Aid., Points are

PR

assigned as follows:
50% and over 9 ‘

35 - 49% ‘< c B

20 - 34% , 3

5 - 19% 1

2. Percent of Students'Determined To'Be Eligible Actually Awarded .

Financial Aid. Points are assigned as follois: )

- 50%4§nd over R é’points
35 - 4935 6"

20 = 34% 3
5-19% - o

A ]

_ 3. Percent of Students Receﬁving Aid Amoyntina To 50% or More df )

the Cost of Attending the Institutign for the Academic Year. Points are

4

agsﬁgned as follows: .
\

40% or over 5 points
40% . . . 4 it
30% 3 e
20% 2 "
10% 1

3
21
N

0

®
»

4. Number of Handicapped Students Imposing ﬁxcéss Costs. Paints

are assigned as follows:

12 and over 5 points
¥ og-1 ' .
4- 7 3
- "- 3 - . 2 1}
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I11. Meeting with Needs of Business and 1ndustry. (15 points) égksum of

three factors:

1. The percent of Day School programs with craft committees which .'

meet with faculty -a minimum of twice a year. Points are assigned as ,

.
@ L 4

follows: ' g , - C

90 - 100% . 4 points
80 - 89%° 3"
70 - 79% 2
60 - 69% ' . 1"
Under 60%, - . 0

.
.

2. Unemployment Rate. An Pnstitution which draws students from

the entire state uses the state unempToyment rate. A11 others USesﬁh-

emp]oyment rates in their’ 1oca1 areas. 'l Te

3. Freshman Enrollment Compared to Tota1 Day Schoo] fapacity as
of September Enrollment. Points are asg1gned as follows: )

& - .

95% capac1ty . 5 points _
940/ 4 "

89% "

.84% 2"
79% ) 1.

v. Meet1ng Students Needs (22 points) -- sum of five: factors

1. Day\Schoo1 Ma1e/Fema1e Iﬁ§t1tut1on‘Rat1o Po1nts ‘are ass1gned

\

-

as follows:

0ver 45% each . 5 points

"33 - 44% 3" '

20 - 32% " - Tt
’ 2. A Program Duplication Factor: Points are assigned based on the
percent of 1nstitution DayQSchool porgram§ which would be available tp'
students at other postsecondary institutﬁons within‘a 45,minute'conmuting
distance of the institutipn in which the student is enrolled,

/




Less than 202 dup11cat1on N

5 points
21% - 40% .3
1
0

"
-
[

41% - 60% "o
Over 60% "

> -

- =

¥

3. A Sex Equity Factor -Points are assigned based on the total &

number of ma1e or female students enro11ed in._courses nqrma11y dom1nated
N

by the oppos1te sex. .

” ;0 or more non-trqp1t1ona1 students ' 6 points
-9 . , 4 "
2 - 5 " u . ".] ]

-

4. Existence of Faculty Evaluation Method. .
4 ’ PR

Formal Plan 3 points
‘No Formal Plan } 0 "

5. ‘Frequéﬁcy of Faculty Evaluation.

Once a year -3 points ' .
Once every two years 1 point
, : S
, V. Evidence of Special Needs for Program Improvement -2 points, |

VI, New Programs to be Inaugurated this Fiscal Year

2 or more . 10 points -
1 - . . 5 "
none 0 0™

-

3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS .
) -

9 Secondary and Postsecondary ) . T

A11ocat1ons are»proportiona1 to each district's tota] po1nts

dis;ritt " . sum of all scores for d1str1ct . '
allbcation - sum of all scores for all dis- x  Funds Ava11?b1e
' tricts {n State,

v

P
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COMMENTS ON-THE. NEW HAMPSHIRE PROCEDURE

-~

Steo 1« i) “The foi]ow1ng are Maiieabie Data: quaiity of pians ‘ ; - .
to eiiminate sex bias; qualityg of vocational program offerings ii)
Several of the postsecondary ;riteria are vague and may therefore be _
malleable. These are:: III 1, "craft committee"; I11.3, "freshmark capacityﬁr

IV 3, "normalily dominated by the oppositeasex . and LV.4, "formal method o

*
N . L]

for evaiuating facuity E T ‘ . -
~Step 2: " Point Scores are assigned by’the Pr6cedura1 and the Non- _ .
. Procedurai ‘Point Scaie methods;shothfnon-continuous : Ca ‘
* ) . Step 3. The Neighted Points Method fs used. R -

i) Generai]y, there is no exp]anation for the d1fferent weights -

w1th which the various factors earn points oS! T B

. ' \'
i *In the handgcapped enroiimeht and sex bias criteria for post-
secondar;, the use of raw figdres, rather than percents, favors 1arge in- . -
\ & -

stitutions

r . . iii) The reason for postsecondary criterion I 2 which encourages o L

high tuition is not explained. . -

iv) The number of points given postsecondary 1nstitutions for new Lo
vprograﬁ_\ial) seems'excessive and may discriminate-against institutions
which a1ready offer a broad range of programs 1t may also encourage un--

B ' ‘necessary turn-over or ad3ustment»of programs. ¢

s
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NEW JERSEY

> ) | :J
1.' DATA SELECTED: . -
Vocationa1 Education Need (VEN), Per Caoifa fncome (PCI), UR
DR, E, HE, POP, CAFDC, State Aide for local schoo1s, Dollars of
school tax dollars of total local tax in mun1c1na11t1es, New - !
proarams ) : .
2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INfO POINT SCbRES:

Eoox

Fdr distribution of federal funds to secondary nroarams,

VEN, ‘PCI, UR, and DR, as- computed for counties. are transformed

into noint scores by unspecified, nen-continuous methods. There

The unemnloyment rates, for examnle, are scored

are 21 'counties.
. '

as follows:
Point Scores

Unemployment Rate = UR*

7.8 > 1 .
none T1sted "0 N //
Q ] ‘3 ) - e
‘&&3, 4
9.5 v ts 4
10.0 5
10.7 f \
10.7 . . ’
10.8 .
10.9
1.1 7
11.2
11.4
. 11.4 - i e
11.8 8 '
12.6 9
none listed 10
none -1isted N
14,2 .- 12
14.7 13
14.3 p!
-15,3 - . 14
none listed 15
16.6 - 16 . ‘ -
17.0 17

ﬁ‘ 1 counties




3. TRANSFORMAJIOQ OF POIN? SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS

L and another prégess to’ qovern 1ntra-county allocations. Theostate7

L}

»

" are summed to.form 2 County Need Index A county allocation is.

1S ° > .
ire ' A

. , . *

/ :
. New Jeﬁ$gy @mp]oys one see/of procedures to d1str1bute federal

funds to sec%pdan proqrams and another set to-distribute federa1 .

money to postaecondary programs. e
Secondarz ’k{ ) ' Lo
There 1slhne set of procedures -to d1rect the. money to cbdnt1e&
~ ' »

$o-county procéﬁu?es are as follows:

¥,
Fo? Sect1o S ]20 110(b) and 140 money, an 1ndex is campuﬁed

N : 2 . EA
as . - s LT
(i) 50 VEN +-.25 PCI + .10 DR, where VEN, PCI, and DR “are point
L R . scores computed as ~noted€%bove =
- E ) ) v,;.‘,' ..
e ‘.(-\ B ] ' \ " . ~| i\l , m
Por. Section 150 money, an index is computed as , .,
(43) .75CHE + .25 PC1 A S .
‘ 5 . _ ?\‘ - . . :
for Section 122.money, the index is -, % e
. g' : - N . -
(i) .65 VEN + .25.PCI + .10 R -
N * 7' . ’ . . 1 . ;. -
For Section 110(a), the 1ndex(1s e b
L 4
- _‘t M & -
(iv) - .75 (HE) + .25 PCI oM. .
P e L. K .

The weliahtéd po1nt scores from (i) (i), (i1i), and (iv) |

-

.
N ' ’ . * .'.. o

k4 .

el B ‘ . ’
'~ *+ .
.

Total Vocational Education °, County Need Index ﬁ . ‘ RS

Funds Available . .. " Statewide Sum of ‘County ‘ v .

- . . Need_Index,

. -I9-203




The procedyre used by county off1cers to d1str1bute funds ‘to '
LEA 3 for secondary proqrams are not clearly deSCr1bed but the ’ ' ~
"cr1ter1a used to rank f1sca1 year 1979 app]1cat1ons" are stated tQ
be 1) children from 1ow-1ncome fam111es% 2) state aid-for schoo1s,
‘ 3)‘school tax as a percent, of tota] tax, and 4) new proqrams and I/Q o
. modified proqrams as ‘a percent of the tbta] program. How ,these sep- ‘
’ arate elements are we1ghted and\whether all LEA's are ent1t1ed to
. federal- funds are po1nts not d1sc1osed ""_ ‘ e .

- .

+ Postsecondary " . . LT . .

a
’
0 - -
-
¢

Federa] funds for postsecpndary programs are d1str1buted under

~}EMe following formula: ‘ ' ‘

.
.
‘ . o N L]
-

.

,N11ocation to County c = Funds'Ava11aB1e for Postsecondary Programs

o g . Unemp1oyment rate ' for county ¢
X 20 Sum-of Unemployment rates of all
. i ‘ ' count1es "
- N - ‘ ] .
. ) ot ‘,'30 per capita income of county ¢ .
- . 1
o ' sym.of the value of “per 16 for all .
ST . o 1ncomg&gf county ~ counties
> ) . .50 population' of county ¢- :
. S . "7, population of state - Do
e ) ' . ’ . \ N
\
rl Q\ [
| COMMENTS ON THE NEW JERSEY PROCEDURE: . ‘ o Y

! '5 Step’ 1 Distribution'is‘based on wyocational Education Need" and

"New Programs" in addition to other cr1ter1a . The P1an‘offers no-e;p1anation i

as to how these aré computed and they may contain malleable data.

A ~ Step 2. Unspec1f1ed non-continuous methods - are employed.
‘Step 3. A Weighted Po]nts Method is used. .- . S
: . R04 — o .

Ve | "

- A}
. b i - 3




L] N .
. and new programs, no explanation is offered as to how this g'pdone

“J

e

1) Formula distributes funds to count1es

v

. . ¢
While intracounty dis-

tributions are said to take into account such factors as 10ca1 tax effort

Rela-

.

t1ve f1nanc1aﬁ ability plays no part 1 distributions to'counties‘

ii) Actua1 enro]1ment has no effett on distribution of postsecondary

°

funds. Allocations are based on county population which may have no stron

relation to the number of postsecondary vbcationalceducation students.

\
\

LS
<
. .
‘
. . s -~ .
I‘ s
Qy * \_/
! ‘a
- ¢
® & °
& hd ‘ .
*

- - -

[ 4

' N -
[N
- -
-~
v )
b . > b -
A s .
.
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~ NEW MEXICO

* . . \
DATA SELECTED . .+~
Level-of Need: Co R : g
- . .
LIF, U, FTE ¢

yal
Abj1ity/to Raise Revepue:
A v .

AV per capita, S -

~
< [

TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES

New Mex1co employs four factors in 1ts d1str1but1on procedures:
1.) Relative Ab111ty to Pay (Assessed value per cap1ta) 2.) Percentage s
of ‘Low-Income Fam111es, 3. ) Unemp]oyment Rate, and 4.) Student FTE
Each of these factors is converted intb we}ghts wh1ch for the, four factors
tota1 100 po1nts, statéewide. Thus, the total number of points earned oy
an eligible rﬂcip1ent represents, the percentage of federal funds for -

which it is eligible. The plan offers no exp1anation for the re1at1ve

-"\
" weights assigned to the four factors a1though ability to pay and percentage

of low-income families are weighted more heavily. Similarly, there is no

. rationa]e'given for how raw scores of ‘LEAs are converted to weights.

’TRANSFGRMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS

New Mex1co distr1butes all federal VEA to eight postsecondary /

1nstitutions; secondary vocationa] education is funded wholly by state

- and 1oca1 dollars. ~Each of the eight postsecondary institutions earns

points on four separate factors. By design, points for all eight’
1nstitutions tota1 100; therefore, an institutions' point score represents
itsy share of federa1 funds. Albuquerque TVl, for examp1e: had a total
score of 37 in 1979-80 and-reéeived 37 per nt of federal funds.

[ 4

208- © L




COMMENTS ON NEW MEXICO S PROCEDURE : _ T

£ Step 1:
Step 2:

Step 3:

-

No ma11eab1e data used.

* -

A non-continuous, non-procedural Point Scale Method
!js used. > :
WPM is used. New Mexico provides a good illustfation .
of the need to adjust each factor in the formula by :
FTE, rather than simply 1nc1ud1nq FTE as one of severa1
factors in a formula. I this instance, Albuquerque TVI(
. with over 60 percent of the state's FTE, receives only
37 percent’of the fdnds This happens despite they fact

that the LEA has about average ability to pay, average

Py unemp]oyment, and the highest congpntrat1on of low-income

fam111es of all eight LEAs.

&



NEW YORK

b 1. DATA SELECTED: \n\x . .

*~
N

Planning Region (New\VOrk's formulas distribute funds to thirteen

planning regions, each of which contains many LEAs).

Level of Need:
LIF,.POP,s no. of ESEA Tiﬁ]e‘l eerticipants, U, LESA,.
HE, RYU, DR )
’ Ability to RaiseRevenue:
AV per capita”

. .
2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES *

a) Regular -programs under section 120 and\p;ograms,under sections

134 and 150

These funds are distributed according to regional assessed

K {
) © o+ value per capita, pppu1at1on,and the number of low income ‘families.
4 AY - (2= region r's assessed value per cap1ta 5 population of region r
B r state assessed value per capita population of state
LI ) . J . i ,
1p» = region LIF
- state LIF . N
b) ‘Secondary Disadvantaged funds from section 120..
LY - i .
7 . ESEA* _ ESEA Title I pamticipants in region ) : . —
) ) ESEA Title I participants in state .
v c) Postsecondary and Adult Disadvantaged funds from section 120,

e, BT nd. of unemg]ozed 1n rég1on
P S : no. of unemploye 1n/state
— /196 208




. °
/ - .
. M -
. =

23.578% of the Postsecondary aﬁd Adult Disadvantaged funds are

earmarked for postsecondary prégrams. The balance is used for
’ 1Y - * . .

adult prografs . R v . o e . .

-~ £4

d) Limited English-Spedking Ability funds -from section 120. —_—

- \ LESA funds are d1str1buted to only five regions, with.h1gh -

concentrat1ons of persons w1th 11m1ted English- Speak1ng ab111ty

~ ’ ) 2 “
LESA* = LESA in region ' - K j
LESA in all five high . ¥ ) Lo
LESA concentration . o
regions . ‘
& . ( ? <

61. 468 of each regwon 's ‘LESA allocation is earmarked for secondary

programs, 8.257% is fpr postsecondary programs, and 30. 2}4% is for

adult programs-.

[

e) Handicapped funds from section 120.

No. of hand1capped students rece1v1ng special ed in region

No. of hand1capped studths receiving spacial ed in state.
~ N

-

HE* = .

f) Special Disadvantaged funds from section 140,

\

These funds are distributed according to the rate of youth

~§unemp1oymght (RYU) and the drop-out réte (DR) weighted by’popu1ation (POP).

- ~

~

; B* = region r POP region r RYU region r DR
r state POP . ° state RYU state DR <t LY

+3, TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES .INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS:

* Part a) funds®

[4

L]

region r.allotaﬁidn ='[.87 (.75 '1€-Ai + ,25. LIF*) + 01]

Q , all
E%BJ‘; S . . regions i N
x ’ . o . 209




Parts b}, ¢c), d), and e) funds p

g Each region's allocation is simply the regioﬁ‘s score
multiplied by the funds avajlabte (i.e. hand1capped funds a11oca-- '
tion = HE* x funds available.)

Pa}t f) funds

h' . . Br. ] ' ’ . :‘
. ~ region r allocation = —5g7— X funds available - ,
¢ TN all ) -
. regfons i . .
. COMMENTS ON THE NEW YORK PROCEDURE: ’ 7 A§
/ . o
. Step 1: No Malleable Data used. = \ _
Step 2: Point Scores are by,Proportion of Total aqd.Ratio to '
Average Value methods, both continuous. i .
. Step 3: Dollar Allocations are by Weighted Po1nts Method
: 1) No formulas are used by reg1ons to distribute fuhnds to LEAs .
2) The distribution: of funds for limitéd English-speaking ability
. may be inequitable because only five of the thirteen feéions‘rqceiye suchy
_ funds. " ~ ' 3%
3) The reasons\\gr the total amounts a]]ocated to each of thé )
. <
varioys uses {(e. g ,>Adu1t D1sadvantaged) are not exp1agned
» ’
- . ’
o . Cowal - .
l.\l . ) . < . . ‘ ) . .s~
\ 210 N : ,
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- S . T ‘, C el ‘ o ‘
- i , NORTH CAROLINA - TR
. . ’ . . EAEEN (.\.Q.’O .
\'"1.] DATA SELECTED , oA e
A11 Secondary Excep;: Subpart 4 and Norkstuﬂ& . .:- ] . v
V- Level of Need: - TR h ‘
T LIF, ADM, U i A SN
o Abﬁity to\Raise Revenue: . - ‘, . . \ L LT
. " Total Personal Income, AV/ADM T ' .
S - Se:cc’)naary Euhpal?t 4 and Workstudy (Subpart 2) = j ] ’
~ Level of Need: . T ' 3 ) ? A
) ‘ DR, RYU | S
: Pos'tsecor;dam i s . t\.}*;,‘ ,
- .. Level of Need: l N o ’ a_i‘
s ‘ ) ) U, econom1c depressed area, new and emerging occupatwons, ECS . . -
.Ab1]1t_y to Raise Revenue: o, LT ) ) o '
. A s
, Equahzed tax va]uamon POP “Dy- 5ounty ) ‘
\ _ 2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POTNT SCORES - / LT
' <A1l Secondary Except Subpart 4 and WOrkstudy . ‘?: W
. ' \ The fund1ngffactor for each LEA d is calculated as fpllows: ; .
\ Funding Factor = FF, = LIFg + oMy + Uy ‘ S .'
] LIF tate + AMstate ‘
: : o L * Ustate - " L e
. L ;o R
I '7* ° Secondary, Sybpart 4 ’ - - . o ]

I 4

Each LEA d is ranked from highest to lowest according to ,

.
x
. L
[0 @ n .

o\)‘ . . . 3 21 ) e - .J” Lo I )
‘MC o B R . «199- ,.1 = I




drop pbt'and youth unemployment rate by percentage points.
. O S

~

+ (RYU, -
)+ YUd RYUstate) P

S

Spec1a1 Disadvantaged -
. * Needs Rankd '(DBd DRstate

\

- VA

°__ Secondary Workstudy "

~ _ Eafh LEA d is awarded workstudy.spoints (WS*) as follows?!

~

[
> RS

[3

- DRstate * RWUstate
\ .

Postsecondary

. — ' . S
= Each district which submits an applicatfon will be ranked

according to the following criteria: =

A

! a) The highest rate of unemployment of an '‘adninistrative area

A '

(caunty(ies) providing local support). L

b) The county (ies) (administrative area) which has been desighated'

\\~//as an econom1ca11y depressed area by the U.S. Dept. of Commerce. -
c) New qu emerging occupat1ons as, identified by thesN.C. Employ-
,rment Security Commission on the N,C. Dept of Commerce.

~

_Each will then recéive a'fundjng factor based on their concen-

-

tration of highgr than average cost students (EC3).

' funding factor, = ECS4 o .
. ‘ B ECS.i -
all i .
: &

R

This trensformation applies to all Subpart 2 and 3 funds, except

’e

S . ~200- o ,
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*

- .
M 1

7 ; construction‘(Sprart 2) and research, exemplary and curriculum.

t

development (Subpart 3) which are funded on an application by

‘

application basis. - - .

" This transformation applies to Subpart 4 funds only if the
e o s ) , N
_district is in.a county having both RYU and DR higher than the

. state average. ) (
. o 5
3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO REIMBURSEMENTS . < -

| AN Secondary Except Subpart 4 and Norkstqu

The funding factor is simply multiplied by the Funds Ava11ab1e

X

fo determine ‘the a11ocat1on to eachs LEA.

Allocation to LEA = (Funding factor): (Funds Available)
' y ® . s

. - IS . . ]

* Secondary Subpart 4 . i . o

El

Only those LEAs with a pos1t1ve needs rank are e11g1b1e for

reimbursement. Starting w1th the LEAs At the top of the needs

; .'raﬁk,JLEAs are reimbursed 100% until all the federal funds allocated

under this subpart are exhausgag.

Secondary Workstudy | g L

The workstudy pownts for each LEA }f? simply multiplied by

the workstudy funds available to detérmine the workstudy re1mbursements

-

Works tudy Reimburéemént = (WS*) (workstudy funds available)

N\ Postéecondagx

The mechahism for transforming the district rank and funding

- factors into dollar allqcations is incomprehensible.

) 213
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COMMENTS ON THE NORTH CAROLINA PROCEDURE:
Step 1: AN secondary but Subpart 4 and workstudy i) hb malleable

.data used.. ii) "The definitions and source= of data to be used are found

.

7in the five year plan,

X

Postsecondarx,i)' ECS inciudes handicapped oersons, persons from

1ow income ‘families and pérsons from families in which Engiish is not the
dgminant 1anguage . . ' ' .;
' Step 2: Str1ct1y speaking, North Caroiina does not transform its
data into points. For the purposes of this study, the State s method of -
‘aggregating data 1nto factors for reimbursement was d15CUSS€d 19 the "Step
2" section. N '
Step 3: The actual method of transforming factors for reimbursement-
into dollar allocations is difficult to determine. The description of the
‘funding mechanism in the Five year plan is very unc1ear - The ana1y51s
/presented herein reflects an attempt to make_sense of~the plan, but it
should not be con51dered a definitive ana1y51s of the State's procedure.
i) It is not clear—hew—relative financ1ai ab111ty enters 1nto the
c distribution process The state appears to have ad0pted the fo]]ow:nq

practices for secondary and postsecondary distributions

Postsecondarx No federal funds are used to support Subpart 5 programs

2

. Step 3: The actual method of transforming*factors for - reimbursement

into dollar aliocations is unciear o

All Secondary but Subpart 4 and Workstudx, i) This transformation

is appiied to each district for each a]]otment of Federal Funds (Basic

Grant Disadvantaged Handicapped Vocational Guidance, and Cpnsumer and

+

| 'Homemaking.) ii) Each LEA d is ranked according to Ability to Pay

-
TS
A M -
’
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-" ' " F | . ‘\ ) (/\
t 2 : , )
e ’ R —
’ ‘ “Ability to Pay Rank = (-3 x Lotd] Persanal Incdome in d )
. for Ehg1b1e Recipient d ADMg - . S

‘l

. - 7+ Assessed Value of d
. - N : C . ADMy ' ’

v _ The“relative abi]ify to pay 1s used to determine’ the percent of Federal

Funds that mi:s_t_bé?matcbéd by the LEA: TRe Five Year Plan qoeé_ nd't

specify how this %ﬁtermination is "accomplished. - .

]

ostseconde;gx The re}atwe ability to pay for éach postsecondary

~district which apphed for rembgrsement* is determined as follows: R ’
’ .
"t % = “ . R

Assessed va]uatmh o( county ¢ conta1mng d

Latest off\ma] popu‘t’*atmn count of county: .
- contaﬂa_mg)d - -

'\Abﬂ‘ity to Pay d' =

S ’
P a

¥ The Five Year Plan sfates that the ratio of Federal to State matching’g - /)
i/ . . ° . .

. funds wil?} be determ‘ined"by this index.  The Five Year P]an,doeé not
» . . - .

specify hqw this determina:cior) is éccomplished.

/




S R NORTH DAKOTA L

1. DATA SELECTED:

Secondary YK?
AV /E, CAFDC, New Programs (NP), Out-of-district enroliment

.

-Pdstsecondagx_'

AV /E, CAFDC, NP, HE, DVE,\LESA; 1egislative appropriations
to postsetondary institutions, total vocational instructional
- costs in postsecondary institutions..

2., 3. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES AND TRANSFORMATION OF
POINT SCORES INTO REIMBURSEMENT RATES

In North Dakota, the tran§formet1on of data into point scores .
is~moﬁe7o¥ Tess integrated with the computation o% reimbu;sehent
rates, so we deal with these two t0p1cs simultaneously.. However,
procedures for distributing federal funds to secondary 1nst1tut1ons

) are quite d1st1nct from those used for postsecondary institutions.

Secondarx ) l. | . - ’
i The ratio of ) c '
& - Ed

is computed for all LEA's. These ratios are translated into partial

‘reimbursement -rates under the&follawptab1e5

- . . 0
v
roeo-

U ‘K - Table I "
WEIGHTED FACTORS PER " RATE QF" REIMBURSEMENT .
PUPI| TAXABLE VALUATION Sections: 120 120,134 ., . 140 I
125 and above VT eow  0%e o 65t . 1%
- 1.20 - 1.24 AR 599 0 39% 64%- 14%
1.16 - 139" = . - , 58% . 38y, - 62% 13%
CoL - 1L10-104 : ' 57% . 3% ggé | }$§
RIC - - ' 2 6 36% - :
ERIC 1.05-1.09 216 56% | |
Y e o 204, o
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WEIGHTED FACTORS PER _ RATE OF REIMBURSEMENT '
PUPIL TAXABLE VALUATION _ Sections: 120 120,134 140 -150
1.00 - 1.04 State Average . '55% . 35% : 50% 10%
. .95 - .99 ) ' - 54% 34% 46% . 9%
.90 --7.94 . ’. - 53% © o 33% - 42% I
.85- .89 - . ) 52% - 32% 39% 7%
.80 - .84 . ~ 51% N 34% T 6%
.79 - be]ow _ 50% , 30%: 0% . 5%

CAFDC '

-4 Secondly, the ratio GriTg pop 15 computed for all LEA's and trans1ated

into part1a1 re1mbursement rates under the fo1low1£g tab]e:

PERCENT OF LOW .  RATE OF REIMBURSEMENT

INCOME CHILDREN Sections: 120 120,134 - 140 150

20% and Above 20% 20% ,  38% - 15%
19% , 19% 197% 345, 't 14%

A 18% 18% 18% 33%: #13% ¢

17% 17% 17% P 3% 12%

¢ 165 165 16%, T 28% . 1%
15% Stc e Average ~ - 15% 15% 25% - 10%-

14% : : 14% 14% 22% 9%

13% . ( 13 . .13% - 19%° 8%

12% : 12% 12% 16% - . 1%

1% . - N% 1% 13% 6%

10% and Below R : 10% 10% 0% ¢ . A

2 N o .

. : . g

These two dartia1 reimbursement rates are sjmp1yfadded,togethér.;p .
yeild a total reimbursement rate at the secondary 1eve1. For examp1e .
1oca1 educational agency with a Weighted Factor Per Pupi Taxab1e Va1ua-'
tion of .92 and a Percent of (Low Income Chi1dren) of 18 wou1d rece1ve :
33% + 18% or a 51% rate of re1mbursement for a sect1on 120° proqram o

| In add1t1on at the secondary 1eve1 the state may make d1scret1onary i
grants on two bases. For initiating new ‘programs or for operat1ng h1ghe
cost programs, the reimbursement rate may be increased by _up to 10%. |
"Secondly, for each school served in a reg1on outside the school distr1ct,

" an additional 2% may be granted on the're)mbqrsement rate for instruct1ona1

217 - -
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r R

- .

costs up to a maximum of an additional 10%. A maximum of 50% of the

A -

gosts of jnﬁtiaf equipméntlmay also be allowed. o ,E
. : S -
2 A LI E"(‘.%;l . : . ' '
- » . .,. ‘ . . . o '. .
Postsecondary . . . R
’ For. each postsecondary institution that lacks 1o§a1 taxing powers
. {(the general case), the following ratio is computed: ' _ . .
B : o b
e et _ Legislative Appropriations to Institutiond ~ -
. Relative Ab1]1ty°ﬁ° pa¥ ® Total Instructional Costs of Yocational Programsy
. ~ . . N . . , . PR} . ’ ' . ‘* i
This ratjo is transformed intd a weighted factor under the following table. )
\’t.
TS | ) i Relative Wei . d o o
' ' , ative eighte - . : '
. Table III . ' Ability to Pay  Fadétor ° - .
0-10 . . 90-100
. . 11520 . 80#90°. : ", N
. < R ’ 21"30 70—80 ° . - . :
. . . :3L-40 60-70 ‘ .
> . - 41-50 50-60 . - ,
: , -+ '51-60 40-50 ° ' :
61~ 30-40 | ' R
. o -+ 71& Up 30 or Less ° : .
¢ Next, for each eTiqib]e recipient, & second ratio is computed, namglyP
HEq + DVE4 * LESAEd s Cem o
- . e 2 ... \, v
' ° ﬁ ‘ Ed N ' ) ’
. These ratios are converted into a weighted factor by the following table:
- ’ ~ ad [
Table IV % of High - = - o .
. , , Concentration - .- « ‘ T
. of Low Income, Weightec |
. \ ° Handicapped & LESA Factor.
7 - . * [4
T 90-100 18-20 . .-

S A
. _ - 80-89 16-18 : ,




. -§o-79 14-16 . :
‘ -69 . 12-14. 7 oL

0-59 10-12 LR
, 40-49 . 8-10 ‘
v o 30-39 628

30 or Less- 6.or Less - s

-
- .
v

Finally, the two weighted factors are added together and are trans-

lated into a postsecondary reimbursement rate by the folIowing table:

Table V

A
Sum of .
Weighted Reimbursement . ' -
Factors ° ' Range ' '
h 108-120 90 - 100% .
- 96-108. 80 - 89% )
84-96 70 - 79% ) .
. 73-84 60 - 69% N -
. N 60-72 50 - 59% : ) :
: 48-60 40 - 49% - :
36-48 30 - 39%°
- Less Than Less Than
36 - 29%

i ~ N . : 8._~
) S
COMMENTS ON THE NORTH DAKOTA PROCEDURE:

Step 1: Mo malleatle data used. ' ,
Step 2: Generally, a continuous Ratio to.Average Value ts employed.

Step 3: A Tabular Method is used to'determirie reimbursement rates.

'y

Ly

i) At the secondary level, the reimbursement rate is applied to a

-~

local educational agency's costs for vgcation?i insifUCtion, defined to

consist of approved salaries, equipment and durable ekds, travel and “other.‘

instructional costs" .(Ibid.). '

14) In the case of the postsecondary formula, note that Relative
Abflity to Pay is defined as the eergentage of the‘ihgtitution'e costs that -~ '
are covered by‘Legis1atiVe Appropriation. The possibility that the %n;Ei4
tution’s costs are higher than necessary for the population it serves is
jgnoreq by thfs prgcedure. An institut1on which proposes an.expensive { ‘
S 219 k o
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'progralﬁ and recei\;es a small 'appro;ﬁriation from the legislature will, by
this definition, have a low ability to pay and therefore receive a large

amount of federal funds, even though it may not need such an experisive

program. * . -
. © :
B .
k4 . -
, * , R
s
. -
-
L \
N )
»
0 . .
’
‘ . \ -
A
-, b f
~ ~ .
. . N\
- .
» . .
¢ > . . > .
3
; : 3 L4
: ——
N i
* &
[ -
v *
d .
. % ~
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* . '
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OHIO -~

<.+ 1. DATA SELECTED:
ADA, LEE RYU Manpower Needs by County, UR, New Programs, AV /E,
CAFDC, LIF ’

T2 TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES: »

Data are accumu1ated for each e1igib1e rec1pient under the seven

1

g headings noted be]ow Eachie11g1b1e recipient is assigned a rank score,
. S '

from. low to‘high or high to low, as the case may be. If there are 600
\:e1igib1e recipjents and we are consioering, say, yo;th unemp1oyment (high
05 oW rahting); the d{strict‘with the highest.unemployment rate will

receive a point score qfégéx hundred and the district with the Towest will

>» ¢ 'l y
receive a point score of one.

The seven'criteria are o , .
Unemployment Rate High to Low . .-
Youth Unemployment Rate High to Low . *
LEA's per Student Cost : .
for Educatibn .High to Low : C .
B ManPower Needs -- est. no. . ' "
& job opportunities High to-Low . , , .
. Number of Low Income - . . R
. Ramilies ~ High to Low y BN *
' * Relative Proportions of .- - . . . .
- Children in Low Income ) . : .
Children (to 10,000 _ .
Total Population) High to Low
- Taxable Property Per :
Student Low to High

LEA Totals of these seven point scores are egded up.* A1l have
equal weight except Taxable Property Per Student, which has a weight of
2. Each LEA total is then d1v1ded by 7, and-the resu1t1ng.gymber is

called the composite ‘score.

N .

<. 3 TRANSFORMATION OF. POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS : v

]

The e1igib1e rec1pients are 1isted in desc\hding order of their

- ;. -200-
| - - 221




[ A
3

e

-~

compoéite scores. Eligible recipients in the. top third are given an "A"
c1d§$ification, those in the midd1e third are classified as “B" and the
bottom third are given'a "C" classification. The classification estab-

lishes either a dollar sum for distribution or a reimbursement rate, depen-

te

ding on the item of expenditure, as under the following c1assif1cation:

A

. Local Directors of Vocational Education ) $8,560
3 ! 8,250

v 8,000

superintendents of Joint Vocational
School Districts 9,500
. 9,250

9,000

7,500
7,250
.7,000

.
[ .

Local Supervisors of Vocatioda] Programs .

6,500
6.250
6000

5,500
5,250
5,000

Local Coordinators

Local Vocational Guidance Counselors

60%
55%
50%

Equipment for Approved Programs

=Y

[

Travel Support

. 4

77%
76%
75%

A
B
c
A
B
c
A

. B.
c
A
B
c
A
B
c
A
B
c

A¢u1tvand Pd%tsécondary Progéamg
"Awe Public Institutions 11,500%
W - \ _ 11,250%
. . 11,000*

10,000 **
9. 750%%
* 9 ,500**




B. Private Institutions

Hourly Reimbursement Rates --

~

;?Kppfentjcesﬁip

?

Postsecondary Director

Part Time A

50% of Above Rate

5.00 .
B 4.75 -
C  4.50

. Up to 50¢ per hour- ' -
guaranteed, based
upon expenditures
of local board funds

6,750

6,500

6,250 A

5,250

”,/’prervisors R

~

o> OO >

5,000
4,750

*  This is re1mbursement rate for 36

and C classifications appear to be sma11

-week program if the ent1re
curriculum 1s approvab1e as vocat1ona1 or techn1ca1
**  This is re1mbursement rate for 36-week program if e1ect1ve courses
. are non-vocational.
COMMENTS ON THE OHIO bﬁOCEDURE: .
Step 1: If funds are 1nsafficient to meet the financial ;equirenen*s
_ of the distribution.plan, then the state funds app11can?s in an order of
priority determined by a) unemployment rate, and. b) proqram 1nnovat1on - This . ‘
1attet,variab1e appears-to be malleable, ’
~ Step 2: .Ohio employs a'%n-continuous Ranking Method.
Step 3: A Tabular Mettod is used. S
i) The differences in dollars dnd:in reimbursement rates by A, B, L

For all whole dollar categories

© of aid, e.g.»

local directors, super1ntendents, coord1nators, etc., the

dollar differencestb

etween the A and B classification of LEAs ‘are $250 and -

between B and C are 11kewise $250."

bv1ous]y, the percentage d1fferences o

-

3

* between the c1assification of do]]ar a1d decline as the base amount (the C
. o

<

m223




amount, say) of aid is higher. ﬁs,fbr reimbursement rates, the difference

in rate’of aid for fravel between the most needy LEA and the least needy is °
on1y 2 percentage po1nts. ‘Thus,'the state‘emp1oys substantial-data collec- -

tion and a 'rather cumbersome ranking process to make distinctions t result
t
in m1nor)d1fferences in a110cat1ons of funds.

11) Approved construction is reimbursed at a rate of 55 percent in

Qf

areas character1zed by a h1gh concentration of low 1ncome fam111es and at

a rate of 50 percent elsewhere.
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DATA SELECTED
& . .

PO

: Seébndarx‘
Level of Need: .

< LIF, UR; HE, DE, DR
Ability to Raise Revenue: °

-AV/ADA, property tax rate

~ f o

4
Postsecondary \ -
i : .
Level of Need: ™7 .

HE, BE

Ability to Raise Reyenue: .

s

& .
Lrea Vgcationa1 and Technical Schools

Levp1 of Need: -

-~ \

LIF, HE, DE, UR, DR
' Abi1it§’to Raise Revenue: °

AV/FTE

5. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES

Secondary

.

no. of families .below _poverty dncome

district total-number of families

Index Range

g -1.5=1 » .
1.6 -15.0=2
15.1 - 18.5 = 3,
18.6 - 22.0 = 4"
- 221 -25.5=5 =

fupds requested, state and 1ocal funds allocated

a) Points are attached to various indicators of need.

o~
[ —
.

-

x100 .o

no‘




~25.6 - 29.0
29.1 - 3255
32.6 - 36.0
3.1~ 39.5
3916 - 43.0°

.
nuwuwnn

0 ~
No. of handicapped voc. students - x 100
District tota1 voc. enroliment

" Percent Handicapped

0- 3

= 1
4- 7=2
8-11=3

12-15= 4

16-100 = 5

d
No. of d1sadvantaged voc. students « 100
D1str1c§ total voc. enroliment

Percent Disadyantéged

0 - 6%
7 - 13%
14 -, 20%
21 < 27%
28 - 100%

-

WM~

County Unemp]oyhent Rate «

1 point

2 points
3 points
4 points
= 5 points

ONNWO
oL LN
g nn uu

—

. b) Ability to Pay (AP*). - :
X Assessed value per ADA Prop@?tax .rage (in mills)

T

0-.1,001 =10 ' 20 - 22 =1
1,000 -* 2,000 =.9 - 23 - 24 = 2
2,001 - 3,000 = 8 25 - 26 = 3
3,001 - 4,000 = 7 27 - 28 = 4
4,001 - 5,000 = 6 29 - 30 = 5
5,001 - 6,000 = 5 31-32= 6
6,001 - *7,000 = 4 33 -38= 7
7,001 - 8,000 = 3 35 - 36 =8
8,001 - 9, '000 = 2 37 -38= 9
9,007 - 10, ooo = 1 39 =40 = 10
10, 001 - greater-— 0 ,

s . A
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.

~ C .
AP* = AV/ADA score + property tax score °
. 2 :

Postsecondary

a) Ability to pay is.determined'according to the amount applied

for which is not supplied by state or local funds.

AP* = Amount requesied - state and local fuﬁds allocated

L

b) A cost score is given pased on handicapped and disadvantaged

-

student enrollments. - 7 (

-

COST* = handicapped enroilment + disadvantaged enro]]mént

—_—

Area Vocational and Technical Schools (AVTS

a) Leve]lof Need

no. of families below overt: income < 100
total families 1R AVIS service aregy,
‘ -

© Percent below poverty. level

8.0
D6
15.1
18.6
22.1
25.6
29 .1
32.6
36.1
39.6 N . L

" Handicapped enrolliment .x 100¢
otal pv1s enrollment

- S

PP~

-

- . L] - .0’.
omOmOmOmom

[} [ 3 [ ] [ ] [} [ ] [} [ ] [ ]
B0 GO G RS PO Nt —s —
D O RO LY N 0O L —
Wmaonunonuuy

—
OoOWP~IAW,

‘

Disadvantaged enrollment . 199
A Total AVTS enrol iment )

\

N

' 5efcent handicabped - . Percent Disadvantaded

o> 20
21- 30

0-7
+ 8- 15
16 - 23 31 - 40
24 - 30 N 41’- 30
31-100=5 -° : 51 - 100

# oM
DWW~

nononnn
P wr —
-
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» -

AVTS sg’rvi‘ area unemployment rate

\

v

O NWOoO
t v €8
OOV N
wouououn

(S WV RAS By

1

-
k4

- a) .Ability to pay is the total area aséessed‘va1ge per full-

time Sstudent.

Assessed value per FTE

94,903 - 117,210 = 10 ’
117,21) - 139,517 = 9 [
139,518 - "161,824 = 8
161,825 - 184,131 = 7 -
184,132 - 206,438= 6
206,439 - 228,7 5 ~—
228,746 - 254,052 = 4 g ,
251,053 - 273,359 = 3 “
273,360 - 295,666 =" 2
295,667~ 317,973 = 1~ "
317,974 - greater = 0 ~

h

—

TRANSFOﬁMAIION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS

) »

. §econdary and” AVTS

Each .eligible recipient is assigned to a group according to

the sum total of points awarded the recipient on the<;bove criteria.”

& .
. Applicant's no. Applicant's . °
of Points Group Assignment
.28 - 32 Group 1 R '
24 - 27.5 Group 2 S >
20 - 23.5 Group 3 ) ’ - Y
16 - 19.5 Group 4 - IS
12.5 - 15.5 Group 5 .
9 - 12 Group 6

% ; ct
The members of each group Wwitl-be reimbursed with federal funds

at the following rates:

-216- "\".;‘m-»m‘ *
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TABLE A -- Secondary-
_— 7

) - {
_ Applicant's Ratevof Reimbursement °
7 Group AssignMent With Federal Funds o .
. Group 1 . 65.0% ‘ A .
Group 2 ., 89.6%
Group 3 37.6%
Group 4, 31.2% ° )
Group 5 27.9%: ) -
Group & 23.0% yd . -
) »
TABLE B '
Rates of Reimbursement for AVTSs . K
Applicant's Rate of Reimbursement _
Group Assignment With Federal Funds - / ’
. . . ' [ = - l‘,
Group 1 15.0% | o
Group 2% 9.0% i
Group 3 8.0%
p . Group 4 7.4%
: Group 5 v 6.8% -
~ Group 6 6.3% $ .
The above yeimbursement rates are used to distribute Subpart
. ¥ AU :
- 2 funds for regular. programs. g . ' h N

The same }einbursement rates’ are+applied to subpart 4 funds _
but not all eligible recipients necé%sarily-rece%(S such fundg?\ R

Disfricts are ranked according to their~ungpployment and drop out
. - _‘ b o~
rates. Subpart 4 money is distributed in order of rank until it-is .

~ L

all distributed. Ranking js-done as follows:

“ a) Unemployment rate. The range of unemployment rates

(maximum rate minus minimum rate) is.divided into five equal

: 3 7, .

: parts, These five partsNEFE)aséﬁciiled with point scores of one

S, . . ) T4
to five from lowest to highest. Each district is assigned the

1Y
. point score corresponding to the part of the range in which its

‘.
. . .

. - unemployment rate falls.




. - .. b) Drop eut rate. Points are assiéned to each disfrict
according to its dfop out‘rate bj exactly the same process.

TbE_sum of each d{strict's drop out'an& unemployment points is '
1ts ‘total: dieadvénfaged peints (10 possible)‘ Districts .are ranked
from hﬂghest to.lowest accord1ng to their numbers of d1sadvantaged
bo1nts D1etr1cts are givén money in order from the top down until
the subqart 4 fhnds are exhausted The amount each is g1ven is

°

. found by mu1t1p1y1ng the amount it applied for to spend on a Spec1a1

v

D1sadvantaged program by its reimbursement rate (as;above)

? . -~ ‘ Subpart, 5 funds are d1str1buted using d1fferent re1mburseMbnt
> nates. Eagh e11g1b]e rec1p1ent 3 group number is the ‘'same as that = -,

~ determined for subpart 2-funds.

Q

qO-- . )
- Group number - Reimbursement Rafe
LT “e T e 90.0% o
] 2 82.9 . ~ . :
3 w723, 0 T .
L 4 Co 66.6. . - \
. SN ' ; 62.9. ..
. 6° ' v 491 - 7 7
" i Postsecondary ‘ __~~1: " L
. ;" o The pos;secondary aTTﬁéatioﬁ is divided into two funds. One
(10/19 of the tota]) is- d1str1buted on the bagis of AP. and the other -
v (9 /1§ of the total) 1s d1str1buted on the basis of extra costs .
o . . e ‘.n . .
a ) 1ns£1tut1on d's _ Ap* for d 20 N . : ;
i, . &1location for- need - . (AP* for i) 19 fﬁhds available .
,{‘a .'c A " L) ° . a]]i * hat
SR RIS - y
\",‘)‘:;‘:’q’o , . ,’; ’4.‘\j e C . . e s :
s T institution d's" ™ _ ._ COsT* for d 9 et
BT .allocation for cost ’ 1]21,(tOST* for d) * T§-funds-§va11ab1e
S

Y «':." N N < “‘ - 230,:9:,-2.18-‘

. a,
- _ e .o me e
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COMhENTS ON THE OKLAHOMA'PROCEDURE
‘Step 1. " The ¢riteria used to distribute postsecondary funds on

-
+
- )

the basis of ability to pay have little to do with relative abilities to'

pay. Aliocations are'simply on theﬂbasis of'the amounts requested without
deternﬁning how much - each institution "should be requesting' Furthermore, . “ .
it may actua]ly favor inst utions with the greatest abi]i.y to pay since 9
. it gives an incentive to request the 1argest possible budget for which an -
1nst1tution can prov1de matching This criterion is therefore ma11eab1e.. e

No other maiieabie data are used.

S

i -

. ‘ - . . . ¢
Step 2. Postsecondary p01nt scores are determined by the- Proportion° N

of Tota1 method a continuous method, Secondary and AVTS ‘point scores are

both by the Procedura] and Non-procedurai P01nt Scale methods, both non-

i

continuous L - e

~

_‘w§tep 3. Reinbursement rates for alf‘ 1eve1s are determined by the
Tabular method. ° ‘ . ' E . o

, IR : p ': SRR g{' |
* 1) The various funds are distributed as- foiiows subpart 2 funds for
regular programs are by the secondary and AVTS formu]as above; subpart 2-
funds for"postsedondary are by -the fermu]a above; subpart 2 setasides for = | : ;
handicapped and disadvantaged students ate by a committee on’a non-formula' 2 ' 14
basis; s subpart 3 funds are used for state level projects and are not d1s- oo .
triButed.to LEAs; ‘subpart 4 funds are by the formula above, and subpart 5
funds are b} the formula above. . ; :

ii)The secondary and AVTS scores for poverty, handicapped and disad-

. vantaged are done- according to proportions of district, tota]s. This 4 ¥ e

follows BOAE guidelines but, as discussed“earlier in this report may . n ) .-

B .
. , ' -2]9- ' .
’ o v ) 231 ’ ) ‘
’ . . . 4

v < . A . “ »

- « ' . . . - L] N
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.

~ ‘ produce butcomes that favor small districts. -

. jii) Points are given at all.levels for hand1capped or disadvan-
- taged students on the basis simply of enro]lment rather than additional

costs actually incurred for those students

'y ~

iv) The reasons for the part1cu1ar po1nt sca]es and the particular

’ - ]

«  yeimbursement rates are bot explained.

.) . ! ! .

»

N
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OREGON

v .
T 1. DATA SELECTED: g ) -
| Secdddarx h : - . e
Level of Need: | - L
. ADM (grades 7-12);. AV ﬁbR Tow income students 11 12th grade ‘ i,“
enro]]ment 1n vocationai education, 1ith and 12th grade enroi]ment
. ’ FTE commurrity COiiege, per capata income, DE, minority énroliment,
HE, HE in vocationa1 education. ) )
2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA “INTO POIN] SCORE: )
§econdarz
. The data mentioned above are entered~direct1y and eontinuousiy'into /
. the distributidh formu]as of which there are four. The formulas ate
' described below, aiong w1th an extended analysis of the formhia fd? ( ‘
regular vocationai programs in secondary schools. ‘
3. TRANSFOﬁMRTION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS
. The four formulas apply to regu]ar secondary programs, programs in .
coﬁnunity colleges, programs for disadvantaged students, and programs‘for :

handicapped students. TheseIfO(muﬁas distribute the following shares of

. Section 120 federal vocational money: S .
Regular Secondary ‘ 35% . | ’ .~
Regular Community College 35% '
Disadvantaged . I . 20%
Handicapped ‘ - 10% ~

Monies avai]ab]e under Sections 130, 140, and 150 of the federal

- vocatidnal act are awarded on a competitive basxs proaect by proaect




Lk

Regular Secondary Programs

— T e .
. e

' . ; et Funds Available .
Digtrict Allocation ‘D1str1ct‘s‘ADM X —<State ADN

-

N ' . 1y. . |State Average AV /ADM s
/ . X /4 ) [ Istrict's ADM‘ } o
. A |
, + Count¥'s % Unemployed '
' , State's % Unemployed
. - , . . . - \
% of District's students who are "low income”

* % of State's students who are "1ow income”
¢ District's % of 11th and 12th grade enrollment that
+ . is in voc/ed . -
., State's % of 11th and 12th grade enroliment that is
v is in voc/ed o |

i

Regular Community College Programs

9,

ot

!

Ry o \ * Funds Available : "
D1st:1ct Allocation = College's FTE X Total State Community College FIE

(- - iy

Yy ~“Istate Average AV/FTE - ' TN

: 3 x0911¢ge's AV/FTE | ( ’

- ’ - f:;) + unemployment-rate of County(ies) in College District ' .
) . ’ State average unemployment rate )

+ er capita’ income of State
per capita Income of Cp]]ege‘D1strict .

¥ ' 4 “ .
Programs for Disadvantaded Students’ ‘ X .

,-A11ocqtion = [?Dﬂ (if secondary) or FTE (if community college)

. . Funds Available - . o
State Secondary ADM + State Community College-FTE = .

; % of District's students who are.low income
for secondary == ggFState's students who are low income

1
x '/ A .. s
P 4 for community __ State average per capita income .
) ~ college - College Didtrict per capita income .
o - :c '234 ’ . o ‘
\ LW a3
Ll o 222- 0 7 ‘




L %\_of recipient's students who are "minority"
o tate’s students who are minority” .

-~ - L

N

!

, + 4% of recinient's students who are disadvantaged
. % of §tate's students who are disadvantaged

-

+ County % unemg1oxed
- State unemployed A

-

Programs for Handicapped Students

. * -Allocation™® [}DM (if secondary) or FTE (if community co]]ege)]

Funds Available
State Secondary ADM + State Connmnfty College FTE

x']/ Recipient's handicapped student rate
/2 State average handigppped student rate
D1strict s No. of hand1capped voc/ed students
District's ABM

. S_ate s No. of hand1capped voc/ed students
‘ State's ADM

. s

Discussion of the Formula for T
Reqular Secondary Program

‘The formula shown above for regu]ar secondary programs’ can be converted
7 ® ¢ &

to the following equivalent form: < o

District Allocation = .
~ District ADM S
Funds Avai]ap]e X State'ADNL . |

State AV County's No. unemployed
x 174 = State ADM . , . " County's No, in work force
4 District AV State's No. unemployed

District ADM + State's) No. in work force

District No, of Low IncomeyStudents

. . ‘ District ADM .
- State's No. of .Low Income Students : .
) State ADY ! « ..

AU 'District S No 11th- & 42th raders in_voc/ed
District {7th & 12th grade ADM >~

, ' State's No. of 11th & J12th graders in Voc/ed

State's 11th & 12¢h grade ADM -,

T gmp. B35 0 o it




d C = Funds Available x 1/4
. (O !
State AV x District ADM X District ADM
- State ADX Pistrict KV ‘State ADM
", County's No. unemployed State's No. in work force < District ADM
State's No. unemployed County's No. in work force State ADM

+ District No. of Low Income Students
StateTs No. of Low Income Students -

o ”

District No. of 11tdF; 12th graders in voc/ed x State's 11th & 12th grade ADM X
State's No. of 11th1g\~;‘h graders in voc/ed District 11th & 12th grade ADM

District ADM]

State ADM :

When the {qrhu]a is rewritten this way we can see that what it actually does
is to divide the funds up into four qﬁafters and distributés each quarter on
the basis of a unique cr1ter1on. One quarter is dnstr1buted on the basis ef
districts’ Assessed Va]ue per ADM another quarter 1s d1str1buted on the bas1s

of the distribution of the unemp]oyed population among the d1str1cts, and SO on,

-

Observe that 1/4 of the "Funds Avai]ab]e“ is distributed'to districts in  *

‘direct proportion to their value of

District No. of Low Income Students K R
. State's No. of Low Income;§tudents :

. 4 >
« >

an, expression of the proportion of the state;s totai number of low income_ ’
‘students who are in a part1c01ar district.  'If we summed the values of this ,
‘'expression for a]l d1str1cts the resu]t would be unity. G1ven this fact, we
"can be certain that the al™cations that one determined by usina €his factor
. will justr add up to the 1/4 of Fqus Available wh1ch have apparent1y ‘been

-~ __— designated for- this, purpose.

S
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., However, th1s is not the case- for the three factors that are used
to d1str1bute the other three quarters of the “Runds Ava11ab1e. It can be
seen that the sum of the values for all districts of any one of these
factors will not necessarily be unity and that theretore the sum of the
allocations determined by the formula for a part1cu1ar.quarter of the Funds

. _ Ava11ab1e may be greater or less than what is actua]]y available for "

d1str1but1on. ’ -

\

“For example, the sum of the value of

District No. of 11th & 12th graders in voc/ed State's 11th & 12th grade ADM

* State's No. of 11th & 12th graders in voc/ed X District 11th & 12th grade ADM X
District ADM A .
- State ADM P
v oo
for all districts will be unity on1y if the last two factors in the
/ ..
express1on cancel eakh other out. Now it is true that they are likely to
. come very close to cance111ng each other (since a district's proport1on of
g ‘the state's 11th & 12th grade ADM is probab]y about the same \as.i%s propor—
- . tuon of the state's grade 7-12 ADM) and that the di fference betwee the sum :
*of the a11ocat1ons and the funds actua11y ava11ab1e will be small, but 1t
B would also be fa1r1y easy- to remove those 1ast two factor's from the expression '

so that the allocations would exact]y equa1 the funds ava11ab1e ;

- . The problem is more pronounced_ in the case of the factor 1nvo1ving

- TCV/ADM. There is no reasom’ to believe that the expression ,
State AV . - -
E‘ State ADM X District ADM
- . District AV . State ADM .
| 1y ) . District ADM ) :
| ‘ ‘ all districts ’ ] A -, .
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will even be .¢lose to unity in value. - e

~

‘
3

Now it is apparent that the goal here is to distribute funds to
districts in direct proportion to their respectiQe values of the expression

State AV .

) State Average AV/ADM _.[ State ADM
District AV/ADM . District AV - o
. ' District KDM ' "

- r e

In order to do this, we must have a factor Pd for each d1str1ct d such that:
1. Pq is directly proport1ona1 to that d1str1ct S va]ue of

- State Average AV/ADM .
District AV/ADM ‘

>

. all districts ' i . o “

v

and .

so that when the ‘values of Py are multiplied by the value (1/4 X Funds

. Available), the resu1t1ng allotments will, when tota11ed equa] (1/4 x Funds.

Ava11ab1e) This ‘will occur if:. o ' LN
A t
p, = " State Average AV/ADM % ) 1 . .
- d Disgrict's d's AV/ADM :E: State Average AV/ADM o
‘ : District AV/ADM, 2
"~ all districts o .
: In other words, instead 6f‘mu1tin1ying : - o ~
State AV T . ‘
State ADM Dist. ADM ¢ : - P
et P State A ' should L 9
' ' . -Dist. ADM - L . _ o L
e O". N : & N —_— | * : :
. © be mu!€1p11eq'by = :E: . State A .
‘ ' IR . o State ADM. C e
all districts “Dist. AV )
e . Dist. ADMW
L s . , . [N
. ﬁ The unemp1oyment factor ?s a more comp11cated prob]em since

unemployment data is ava11ab1e by county but not by schoo1 d1str1ct. ,Since

. 3
* w . +




it is not certain that the ~expression o .

A

}E: County s No of unemployed % State's No.in work force Dist. ADM
State's No. of unemployed County's No. Tn work force ~ State ADM

all distrigts .

¢

. ’ . 3
will equal un1ty, 1t would probab]ylbe better to use oﬁe that, does such as - - -

PR . County's No. unemploye District popu]atfon . -
‘ §tate=s No.- unempioyea X §f7te poputation o
) p € : ) L . .

1f the above changes are made, the sum of the a11ocation§ made by ‘ '

the formula will just equal the Funds Ava11ab1e f1gure. As it % how the ~

£

\ sum is different from the Funds. Available f1gure and Oregon is forced to

"scale a]]ocat1ons up or dohn in ordervto f\t the budget.

_The new formula with all the changes made would be:

- ) A 1 2 -
“ ® i ¢ ! 3 ) * .
District‘A]]Scatﬁoh =% Fun?s4Aya1Jab]e g{,} IR ) Lo .
~ e .. - , S
. State Avera e AV/ADM . X
K . District AV/ADM 5s.° :£; State Av. AV/ADM:
. : ' - ‘91str1ct V/ DM\
‘ ’ ) *al] distr -
! ‘ ’ ° & l" ~ seo s . <
+ No. unemp?oyed in County ’- 5 Dist D1str1ct gopuiat1on ‘ ~ A
: No. unemployed 1n State - County popu1at1on o

, ‘ e

District No. of low income students %; Ve

+ r_rT—ﬂ/ R s
Tate's No. of Jow income eiudents, o g .
- . ] s ¢ #

e S , "District 11th & 12th. arade voc/%% ADM T s S
- 7 State | th & th “grade voc/ed ADM . rq - .~ L o

Y ' : A simiTar commentary app]ﬁes to the_other three\formu\as used in = )
Ordgon, i. e. the formulas for cormmunity college programs, disadvantaged o,

udents and h@nd1capped students. - ..
COMMENTS ON OREGON'S PROCEDURE - S -,

1) No malleable data are used. o : £ .
} LT ‘-'. R LS -"

” 2) Continuous methods are used. - . {5

. Q . . - . : N 3
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PENNSYLVANIA

1. DATA SELECTED:

Secondary | N
Level of Need: '

pCI, DR, UR, economic depression, E, training needs, '

expenditures, HE, DE, POP , ¢ .- R
Pbility to Raise Revenue: - , ’

Property market value per pupil ' o

Postsecondary

Level of Need: ‘0 -
MFI, LIF, HE, DE*Nlack enrollment, Hispanic enrollment '

b 2

Ability to Ra1se Revenue:

state funding, tuition increase I

2, TRANSFORMATTON OF DATA INTO, POINT SCORES:

‘Secondary — _ .
AT} var1ab1es are transformed into po1nt scores by the following

method: a) The mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) are- computed
rfrom all the district values for a particular variables "b) It'is
‘determined for the variable whether a higher va1ue is reason for
greater funding (e.g., LIF) or fyr less funding (e g . AV). )

c) Point.scores are ass1gned using the fo]]ow1ng table If higher:

values receiVe greater fgnﬂdng, scale A is used. If higher values receive ' \
, less fundipg;fscale B is used. . , x . '
, . District value for variable “Scale’A . ScaleB. - ‘
o . h+ 4503 to (M + 5SD) . 10 . R " R
§M + 3SD gM + 4SD) 9 .2 . .
- . M+ 25?) M+ 3SD) - - 8 . 3 -, ;
R (M + SD) to M+2$D) S . 4 S

T _ . : .
oot - W

b



-

District Value ﬁar variable \'Séa1e A Scale B

Y

‘\
(M) to (Mk*SD) 6 5
~ M- SD) to (M) 5 - N 6 >
© M- 2SD) to (M + SD) 4 7.
, , EM,-ssm to (M 25D) 3 + 8
M - 4SD) to (M - 350, 2 9 .
- (M- 1 10

"55D) to.(M - 4SD) ] i

- . Each secondary"d%strict is assigned point scores By this

»

process for the following variables: property market value per pupil

enrolled (MV/E), totaf’taxab]e income per pupil enrolled (PCI), drop—

out rate (DR), unemp1eyment rate (Uy total expenditure per pup11
(TEP), tra1n1ng needs (TN), econom1c depression (ED) The enroll-
ment used in a11 cases is general education secondary enro11ment
R _ The drop -out rate is the average over’%he ﬁrev1ous three years

°* The unemp1oyment and training needs figures are for the county in

a~

wh1ch the d1str1ct is located ‘ - ) © -

»

Since severa] of the scores are used in all second
dary funding formulas, they can be considered to compr1se=a general .
funding ‘factor as follows (a "*". indicates a point score for the

-~

‘ "variable before «it):

. funding factor = DR* + UR* + TEP* + TN* + ED* - o

¢ Postsecondary

Ppstsecondary funds are distributed by the "project method.“M

iy

- , That is, each postseconaary program is judged- 1nd1v1dua]1y';o deter-

1

‘mine whether or not to fund< 1t— This determination is not done by
formula. -Howerer,.institﬁ%ions are $cored and ranked to determ1ne ‘

how much funding their programs wﬁﬂa receive if their programs are
N - . & 4@ .

= ' - 241
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Qf fynded at all. The criteria-and the point scores are as follows:

RELATIVE.ABILITY OF INgTITUTIONS To INITIATE OR MAINTAIN PROGRAMS

- A. State Appropriation Received B. Percent & Tuition Incerase

perFTE1977 _ 1976-77 -

0 - 130 5 37 - 551 0 .
130+ - 166° 4 55+ - 72 1
166+ - 586 3 . 72+ - 9] 2
586+ - 632, ' 2 . . 91+ - 131 3
632+ - 1228~ © 1 131+ - 188 4
1228+ - 0 188+ - 466 5

2700
RELATIVE FINANCIAL ABILITY~OF .STUDENTS -"S0CI0 - ECONOMIC FAC*ORS

C. Mean‘Fam11é Income of State D. Percent of Families of State
r

- Financial Grant Recipients 1975 Financial Grant Recipients with
1975 - . $6,000 or Less Income (%)
4500 - 9152 . 5 6.5+ - 7.5 0 ' ~
.9152+ -, 9969 4 . 7.5+ - 9.6 1 (7.5--1.25)
-9969+ - 10777 3 9.6+ - 13.0 2 .
10777+ - 12868 2 13.0+ - 17.1 3
12868+ - 13500 1 17.1+ - 34.5 4
13500+ - 14569 0 4 34.5+ - 62.9 5.
E.. Percerit of ﬁandicapped‘and - F. Percent of Black Enrollees
Disadvantaged Enrollees (%) - ‘(Z)
0 - 1.4 0 0 - 06 0
1.4+ - 5.7 « 1(5.7--1.5) 0.6+ - 08 =1
5.7+ - 5.7 2 ' 0.8+ » 2.7 2"
35,7+ - 36.2 3 ' 2.7+ - B.4 3 A\
36.2+ - 65.2 4 6.4+ - 11.4 - 4
"65.2+ - 100 5 - 11.4+ - 93.6 5
G. Pgréant of Hispanic Enrollees
0 -0 0
0+-0 1 (0--0) .
) 0+ - 0.2 2 ’
0.2+ - 0.6 3
0.6+ - 1.4 -4 .
1.44-59 _- .5
&
- (Continued next page) N
Y . & .
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3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS:

Secondarx ) o .

Funds for secondary programs are a11ocated to large planning

units which then distribute money to 1nd1v1dua1 districts on a¢-

‘non-formula basis. Since points are scored at.the district 1eve1

(]
and funds are allocated acc0rding to p]anning unit scores, we assume

2.

~"that'a planning unit's score is simply the sum of ‘the tota1 p01nts

(TP) scored by quh district. in the planning unit. (The state p1an

does ‘not make th1s clear).

, A1l categories of funds are distributed using similar formulas,

W'but with differing enrollment weightings.

. \ ' .
" a) The Subpart 2 formula for regular programs uses total

secondary enrollment (E).

\

TP, = £ x 2 (s + PCI*) + funding factor

14

~

" Planning unit _ TP, for all districts in planning unit o
Allocation - : ’ : x‘funds
. JPp for all districts in state avaj1qblf

/ . - -

b) The Subpart 2 formula for the hand1capped setaside uses .

;»‘? .

hand1capped enro11ment (HE)

TP, = HE x (M, 4+ pcI*) + funding factor

E ! PO * -
- 4
. - - 1

Planning unit _ TP, for all districts in planning unit-

. . n
-
e

»

c) The Subpart 2 formula for the d1sadvantaged setas1de uses

d1sadmantageq enro11ment (DE) L . v,
- hk ' ‘ -" ‘T. Lo ’I
| R ) P 243 -

s

B
i .

Tp, for all districts in-state : X available




- . . =~. [ [

-

Gt ‘ X
TPd = DE x4~2f'(w-*+ pCI*) + funding factor ‘ .
B , R
. i N ~ :
Planning unit . TPy for all districts in planning unit )
Allocation - =2 : . s X funds

TPy for all districts in state available

T e
] . -
’

d) Subpart 3 funds are all distributed by the project method,

on an individual program basis. - |
Vo e)ﬁ Suhpart 4 funds are all distributed by the project method.
» o Any school distr1ct w1th a three-year average of 150 or more drop-
outs and any Area Vocat1ona1 Techn1ca1 School with a youth unemploy-
ment rate (in its service area) above the state average and at 1east
. 2,000 youths unemployed is e11g1b]%for subpart 4 funds.

£) Subpart 5 funds use tota1 d1str1ct popu]at1on (POP)

IS . : X

TP, = POP x 2 (%‘_1*+Pc1*).+ R+ + TEP* + ED* ’
Planning unit _ TP for all districts in planning unit . '
_ Allocation c — i funds

- ST '\Tpc'for all districts in state avai?ab1?\
Pdstsecondary - ¢ ;/7(

woo Postsecondary institutions are ranked accord1ng to the sum of
: S the1r scores on the cr1ter1a.presented above. If it is determ1ned
' " .

— that a part1cu1ar program w111 be funded some percentage of its
. costs will be covered by'federa1,funds “what percentage is covered
- will depend on both the,type of orograh and the ranking of the ins-
titution, as'describedfio‘the state plan. |
COMMENTS ON THE PENNSYLVANIA PROCEDURE ' '1 o N\
Step 1= Secondarx ‘The state p]an does not spec1fy how tra1n1ng

SN N /T s 244 SR :
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Y
i

neéds (TN) are determ1ned Thus, tra1n1ng needs may be ma11eab1e. No -

othermalleable data are used 1n determ1n1hg a11ocat1ons to p1ann1ng units.

1

However since no formyla is used for d1str1but1on of funds from planning

units to-LEAs, this whole process is cons1dered malleable.. .

& »
’ Postseconda_g_ It is ‘unclear how the amount of state fund1ng is

determ1ned. No exp1anat1on,1s g?Ven for 'selecting tu1t1on 1ncreases as a

criterion. No malleable data are used in*determining the ran}1ngs of

¥

postsecondary institutions; however, the who1e process 1s malleable because
. the dec1s1on to fund a program is decided by comm1ttee

Step 2: condarx The non-cont'lnuous standard dev1at1on .
nethod is used. ‘As d1scussed ear11lr in this reportﬁ this method may fa11

to d1scr1nnnate adequate1y among rec1p1ents A normal distributioo, for

-

1nstance3‘ will give scores of 5 6r 6 to approx1mate1y two-third% of the «_.

recipients. Very few, will have scores well above or well be1ow the middle

of the scale, ’ : . S o

' S1nce econom1c depression is genera11y a "yes or no" criterion, it's

d1ff1cu1t to see how it ‘could be ass1gned a po1nt score by th1s'method.

-

4

«

No. a1ternat1ve method is g1ven. R o

. qutseconda;x} The non-prdcedura] poiftt scale method (non-continuous)

-~

*§s used. ' o S .

]
.

Step 3: Secondary The-weighted pbints method is used.

N
Postsecondarx_ Dollar a11ocat1on decisions are by commi ttee.

5 - ;
i) The use of total expend1tures per pup11 may favor d1str1cts whwch

* can afford a Targe local funding share. .

) . | . -" . . .233.
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> » - RHODE.ISLAND ® ) ’

A - : , -~ -

1. DATA SELECTED - . - T

e

. LIF, AV, URy HE LESA ?jundef1ned) DE, PC, Qua11ty of _Programs,

Cons1stency of Programs w1th Statew1de Crlter1a Cost-Effect1veness

- \s
—

. of Programs - , S

LY

2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES S "

e
) No 1nformat1on is prov1ded on the matter of how”data are. trans-
1ated 1nto po1nt scores. . s , -

.
. ' -
W R 2 @

3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT. SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS

Rhode Island indicates that it usés.a formu1a of the type

~

.+
<

S, = To£a1 Federa] funds aVallab1e X Pd .o . . o

. S ——

v, C e ) =

. . . all e11g1b|e
rec1p1ents 3 .

¢ £

.+

FREPE

,For adm1antrat10n Tnstruth;:’?f secondary and postsecondary ' i~ T
students, aduTts, work study, coop ative-education, apprent1cesh1p, sex ~

equ1ty personne], 1ndustr1a1 arts, and "other purposes, we1dhts are‘

ass1gned to po1nt scores "as fo11ows) :

£

° > - ‘-

b e « , - “ ) .. - . . -\ ) ’ . —
- . 1) Number ‘of Low Ingome Fam111es ' 30% - ] S
2). Ability to Pay , o 30 . . ) ) ) . .
.-3) UnempToyment Rdte, , " J13:.38 - - : A BN

4) Number of Handicapped, Bi-. ’.,. ‘ ' . L
.Lingual and Disadvantaged Students'* “'13.33

_5) [Per Student Vocationa] R

\ Expend1turese . . < 13.33

* - ’

~

In add1t1on for proposa1s submitted by LEA's under a d1str1but10n

to sat1sfy statew1de prior1t1es, the fo]1ow1ng we1ghts'are app11ed

* .

R 7 S

< o e R o




1) Number of Low Income Families  25% Ty

~2) Ability to Pay or Concentration. - - . -
of High Cost Students . 25 " \ :
_ 3) Quality .of Program in Proposal 20 ;
. ~"=4) Consistency of Proposal with, - .
© statewide Priorities - 20
5) Cost-Effectiveness of Program - 10
COMMENTS ON THE. RHODE ISLANDIPRGCEDURE: \ 3 { )

oy

JStep J: Many of the variéb]és are not definq& and appear ma]1€ab]e
- p?ograﬁ quality, consistency of prpbosaﬂ with sla;ewide priorities, and
éost ef%ectiveness. ’ .

Step 2: - The p1gn p;ovides no” exptanation as/io how data are trans-
férmed. ‘ | o .

Step 3: Rhode Island appears to use a Weiqqxed Points Méthod. However,

Ehé description of the Histributfoh formula is vague ang’uptnformaiive.'

: [}
»
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1.

<

’ tg adjust for discrepancies resulting from calculations and weigting

0 SOUTH CAROLINA .

DATA SELECTED:

A11 levels and fundgrexcebt §ubpart 4

}
Level of Need: .

LIF, Qrshansky Index

Ability to Raxse Revenue

. .

AV /E, tax effort ratio \\ :

v

Enroliment:
Voc Ed. Enrollment
" ‘Subpart 4 -
Level of Need:
'LIF, RYU, DR

Ability to Raise Revenue:

Av/E, tax effort ratio o .

RFNSFORMATION OF DATA INTO. POINT SCORES ! e

A11 funds except Subpart 4

"a) The Ability té Raise Revenue (AP*) component is. based on

the re]at1ve ab111ty to pay of’ each d1str1ct d accord1ng to the _

fo110w1ng formula:,
— i

Ap:~‘= Grade 9 - 12 enro]]menta

11

Grade 9 - 12 enrollment, rat1o _

X tax effoft X fn rced to
rrection

e

~

The forced total correctidn factor scales the AP* slightly down

done at the district level.

FY 1979.

This was determined to be .9884687 in

248
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* . The tax effort ratio is the ratio of the‘“actua] 1ocal tax y1e1d"

in d1st?;et d to the “equa]izedﬂ1OCa1 tax yield" in d1str1ct d
" The “actdal local tax y1e1d" is 'the-actual tax¢y1e1d col1ected in

d1str1ct d in 1976. The "equa11zed tax yield" 4s the product of

-
the 1oca1 tax yie]d in all d1str1cts amd a tax equa11zat1on index ¢
ca11ed the.Callahan jndex. The Ca11ahan“1ndex comb1nes the assessed . -

© «
res1dent1a1 and 1ndustr1a1 property va1ues fbr d1str1ct d and ex- t
. presses this equa11zed evaluation in proport1on to the state total
equalized valuation. - ( . \
° thr'district d, . a _
tax effort ratioy = actual tax ydeldy .. . - v ' -
’ equalized tax yield; = >
’ . Actual tax yield o ‘ :

-Jocal tax y:e]d’ x Equa11zed Assessed Valuationg
fOF all districts . 3tate Total tqualized Assessed

- Valuation
-——-- . b) Level of Need (LON*)cdﬁdonéﬁt.%s.depegmﬁned by the o
B percent of low {income fami]ies;in a district es defined by the ‘ | |
OrshahskyjPoverty Index. - v L ’ (7/,___,/"<
* et ; : . .
sl L

2 \d ]

The Orshansky Index is based on 1970 census data. -

<

c) Enrollment (E). The re]at1ye undup1icated vocat1ona1

- education enrollment in grades_9 - 12 inta ngen district is used

’ . B - N \
to compute the enrollment component (E*). .
E* voc ed enrollment in district o ' B
‘d,’a1]£% (voc ed efiroliment in 1) o
T S 1: 32 _ o
, . o ' ~237- e
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Subgart 4 , ———
) ay The Ab111ty to Raise Revenue (AP ). Districts are 5

'ranked by the tax effort rat1o as defined above, from smal]est

to largest. Points are assigned as follows:

- Districts ranked by the effort ratio - Points
Thirty -one smallest districts ™ 3 i '
X Middle Thirty-one districts  ° 2 . .
. Th1rty largest districts ’ B . : - ‘
$ o — : . -~
S » ' . ) '
L. ~b) Level of Need ' , i S,
~ .. .+ ") lo tncore families (LIF). Using the Orshansky index, ‘
d1str1cts are ranked. by number of families be]ow the poverty in-
come‘]eve], from highest to lowest. Points are assigned as follows: ’
¢ l " ’ ' * b - . .
L D1str1cts ranked by‘LIE _ Points . ’ <
. Highest Th1rty-one D1str1cts e, 3
=’ Middle Thitty-one Districts . _ 2
. Lowes%—lh%rty-oastr1cxs_,,4, . . 1
s ) » . i}
e - i) 'youth’unémyloyhent (RYU). A composit ungmp]qyrtni - ,.‘. .

figure‘ié Caiculated.for each LEA. | .o . R

. A
.
oo
. - . .
!it . Lo :
. e
A .
) 11 . " . -

L RYU = WRyge-ed * Reounty * RUzge 16 - 21

‘X Local agenc1eshav1ng a RYU equal to or exceeding the state avérage ‘

\ are assigned two points. A11 others are ass1gned one point.
. L
I . {#i) drop outs (DR). The district's rumber of drop outs as

'_a percent of the district's enrollment is, computed. A1l districts

o BT | -238- 25() e .




b .
,““__h‘%_haylpg_a_drop out rate exceed1ng or equajan the state average

- T e

receive two points. AN others ‘receive one pownt-~}

3

3, TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO' DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS: Y
‘ A1l levels except Subpart 4™ Co. -

A R
‘The a551gned po1nt values are we1ghted summed and mu1t1p11ed

by~the total: federa] funds ava11ab1e

" R —_ . . r

ReimburSement -+ _

ursen = * " (LON* *  total federal
) < ) for dwstr1ct d . :<'35)~(AP§) * ('352 (LONd) * ('30) Lgd) X ¥unds available
‘ A J ] ‘ . Q ‘ . ‘ ) ' - .
" . Subpart 4 '~ S - . ' K

s ‘ . The p?fnts'for'each district d are then computed.-‘°

<
-~

tota] pointsd = Tak:effort ratio;\f LIF; + RYUE + DR;

3

Districts are clustered by point total and ranked within .
each point total on the hasis of-Vocationa] secondary enro]lment.

. "
4
B « .
< . .

GOMMENTS .ON-THE SOUTH ‘CAROLNA PRACEDURE:

’ St "1{ No malleab]e data used ’ SR

, b

Step 2: South Caro]1na uses the Perort1on of Total Method for

transform1nq data wh1ch is continuous.

All funds\EXcept Subpart. 4: i) The reasons for the specific -

“weights are not explained i) Th1s process is app11ed d1rect1y to
| all Subpart 2,3, and-5 funds except the postsecondary setas1de The ,
state d1str1butes this setas1de money to the statewide boards adm1n1ster1ng

" the postsecondary and adult programs. These boards in turn administer:

o . 251 -
) . o -239- . -
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51{) The Subpart 2,3, =~

ms usihg-tﬁis formula.
ategory of ‘Subpart 2) are rur .

required to spend

the money tp local progra

and 5 moneys (1nc1ud1ng each setas1de ¢
The recipient is

Ay

e -y

- through the formula separate]y
for its des1gnated purpose

Ty e

' the award from each category
i) The Juszficat1o
ii) The vocational

n for the group rank1ngs and general

h
-

Subgart 4

po1nt scheme 1s not explained.
used in comput1ng RYU is based on th

education unemp]oy- .

¢ number of

. ment stat1st1c (URVoc ed)

& . T
A - .

. comp1eters ava11ab1e for placement
Step 3: For_ all 1eve1s except Subpart 4: SeuthtDakota uses.the. "
ds distribution. i - o B

Wefghted Points’ Method of fun

The actual mechanism for the distribution of Subpart B

is not exp]ained.'

Subpart 4:
4 funds, once the districts have been ranked,
}.

~
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SOUTH DAKOTA-

1. DATA SELECTED
»'A14~ievels i ) - ‘ g
?-'_—T——- . * -
Level of Need: ‘

o ~ LIF, transportation - o o

Ain"ljty to Raise Revenue:
. ;AV per child age 5 - 18 . N .
Local Effort: | \ ', ,
"AV x_highest'a'l'lowab"le tax levy :

Other: ) ) ' !

~ . Approved Budget Request b
' ZwTRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT SCORES

a ' Al levels + . " ‘
—_— - . . E

Leve'l ‘of Need . . .
0‘ . “ . Vy

~

a.. . Low 1ncome famhes i
) ' ~ The re'latlve percent of- students from 'low 1ncome fam1'l1es

A

t 1n each d1str1ct d is ca'lcu'lafted as fo'l'lows

- s . . s B ‘, ) ‘ .

o o . LIFd ' . ‘ ’ . \

TN S— x 100 o ' ‘
,~ _ .. State Total'LIF s ,

This percent i3 th.‘en. assjgned the following pc;i’nt score: o

] - ™

. % d‘é Students From ) S o
Low Income Families oints . Co
Up.to 10% ’ 17 - \ “ o #
n - 13% R '
s 168 13
Ic | | : o am-

S es T .

e




- - -~—%-of Students From: -

o pating

b. Ab

n

ca]u]a

.50% and up 25

] Low Income Families Points
4 ‘ 17 - 19% ~14
. , 20 - 22% ' 15 3
: ‘ 23 - 25% ° 16 :
26—~ 28% - 17 ‘ _
_ 29 - 31% 18 - ' :
- ‘ 32 - 34% - - 19 : ' :
o r35-37% . . 20 o
. 38 - 40% 1k
41 - 43% 22
44 - 46% . 23 _ G -
A7 - 49% Y “

ii. Transportation costs

“In-order to compensate for the extra transportat1on costs

district and the multi district center.

\

t
. o )

ility to Ra1se Révenué ’

_The assessed va1uat1on per school ch11d ages 5 - 18 i¢

ted for: each secondary school d1str1ct

then ass1gned points accord1nq to the fo110w1ng tab]e

Assessed Va1uation " . -
Per Child 5 - 18+ Points- e
. 49,000 § up, 1n . ’ ‘ "
- -~ 46,001 --49,000 .12 - ' '
- . 43, 001 - 46,000 - 13-
X 40,001 -'43,000. 14 - = .
hE . 37,001 - 40,000 15 ) ' .
- , 34,001 - 37,000 16 . e
1,001 - 34,000 17 ol ’
8,001 - 31,000 .18 ~ 4=
25,000 - 28,Q00 19 %ﬁ —_— s
22,001 - 25,000 20 ﬁg; N
. 19,001 - 22,000 - 2k A
16,001 - 19,000 .22
13,001 - 16,000 - 23
_ 10,001, - 13,000 24
- Up to 10, 000 25
, _ N ,
Q - . .204 '
-242- ’

Th1s¢va1uat1on is

v

. A that d1str1cts incur when participating in multi- d1str1ct programs ,

one quarter po1nt is a]]owed per mile distance between a part1c1-\

2

L



~, Local Effort . - LT

‘The local effort for each district is the percent of the’

-

"‘maximum poteptial tax revenue which is actually collected. This

is calculated as fo]]ows; K

\

i) The asse ed valuation is determihed'by mu]tip]ying the
market assessed va]ue for property by the h1ghest allowable assessed
.valuation factor perm1tted “n the state (60%). The maximum potential
tax revenue is determ1ned by applying the h1ghest allowable tax ".
Tevy to the assessed va]uat1on This tax.levy is .0024 for agricul-

tura] property and 004 for non- agr1cu}%6ra1 prooerty

) - ; : ).
As‘sessed valueaé' = (+6)- (market assessed val‘ue)ag s

-

Assessed'va]uenon-ag e (.6) {market assessed Ya]ue)“°ﬂ'39
Maximum potential tax revenue = (.0024) (assessed value)ag + .
( -~ -

. ! (.OGQk.(assessed(yalue)nan_ag

ii) The 1oca1 effort is the ratio of the actual’ tax revenue

collected to the max1mum potent1a1 tax revenue, expressed as a

percent.. . \ : - _ ;
iii) ‘Each district is then assigned two points for every
10% of effort realized. Thus, a district which collects 40% of

Tits maxjhum potential tax revenue wou]d'be a]Joteo eight oointSQ'

Spec1a1 factor for Postsecondary Inst1tut1ons 0n1x

_ Additional points are added to postsecondary 1nst1tutior

point totals to equa11ze the reimbursement rates between 1nst1tut1ons.

) "=243-
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. and is thus cons1dered ma11eab1e ) L. .

~D
¢

3. TRANSFQRMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS »

v O o
- The.points alloted tg eaon/djstr1ct are summed. This total .

is converted-to a proportiona];amount'aepending on the availability ;'

of funds. T ;

r4

N

>

P

reimbursement _ ~fdistrict point total) ?ﬁfstrict approved budget request)

to district )Y’y (point totaC) (approved budget request); °

a11 districts i
- PR
’ ‘ 'x,‘ tota1 federal and state vocat1ona1 ed. money
, - for the state " ,

" The reimborsement calculations are computed separately for secondary

-anﬂ postsecondary-d?stricts.

"~ + COMMENTS ON SOUTH DAKOTA'S PROCEDURE: e -

.8 Step 1: The var1ab1e "approved budget request" is not def1ned

.

S Step 2- 1) The reasons forathe spec1f1c sca1es and we1ghts of

XN
&

’ ¥

-

\the/yar1ous factors are not exp1a1ned )

11) The extra po1nts g1ven to postsecondary 1nst1tut1ons are.

1nc1uded because most.of xhe criteria ‘used to transform the data into

€

po1nts as dwsc/ssed above have little mean1ng when app11ed to the post-
secondary 1nst1tutions Neverthe1ess, S11?e the re]mbursement rate s

p;edeterm1ned the’ extra po1nts*factor iswmalleable.

-~

i) South Dakotq,transforms 1ts data using the non-procedhra1

Rl e
.
84,

po1nt scaJe method( wh1ch is nonacontanuous

Step 3¢ Sputh Dakota transforms its, points inte dollar alloca- -

.. 2

tions using ‘the we1ghted paints method.
Y . g

ta
+ . N

The above formu1a,app1ﬂes to the various parts of the Vocat1ona1

N . Y 256
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’

"Educat1on Act’ as “follows: = .~

oF -

*

a) Subpart 2. -- The “above formula app]1es to a11 non-setas1de

‘ \\‘?unds in the Secnndary and postsecondary 1eve1s, and to the "1nstructors

- /

portions of part-time adult programs No formu1a is used for the’ distri-
butich. of funds for statewide programs or full-time adu1t programs

b)". Subpart 3 -- Part of the funds set aside for gu1dance and coun-

=

seling is distributed by zﬁeTaboreidescribed formula. Other.funds_dre’not

5

distributed by ‘forgula, . ‘ .o \
° 'c) Subpart 4 -- NdT%ormula 1s€¥;ed for funds distributed under this

b

subpart: ' RN
d) Subpart 5 .- A]] m°ney under this subpart is d1str1buted by the

“ S
-~

above formula except for a portion td?en off the .top for teacher educat1on

A 1

»w f
. | e * )
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. o . TENNESSEE -

EN

1. DATA SELECTED o

-~ -

C]assnf1cat1on of Econom1ca11y Depressed Area (U.S. Degartment of*

. Commerce), UR, AV/E,LIF, County Labor Force POP aged 12-17, Pop aged

. 18-64 H, LESA Leg1s1at1ve Appropriat1ons to state-operated vocat1ona]- -

- l

techn1ca1 schoolsr)techn1ca1 1nst1tutes, and conmun1ty co]leges

2, TRANSFORMAT!ON (OF DATA INTO+POINT scans,,_ - A
A. LEA's - ' EETERI L I

. A
L]
3 . e ’

A - 3

" Counties-are ranked'according £5 the criteria.of relative adi]ity to
pay,aconcentration of 19& nﬂaoﬁé families, vocationa{‘edﬁcatton need, and
manpower'needs. Ihe”re]atjve ability variable consists of three components :
status as'ar1 ecoanica11y depressed:area, UR,;and AV/E. AV{E carries
a weight of 2 to weights of 1 for economically depressed area and UR..
Concentnat1on of 1ow income families is derived from data suppl1ed by a

pr1vate company,.SaIes and Marketing Management: Counties are ranked from

, nigh to low in percent of‘ldwiincome families. Vocat;ona] educatjon need

-
’

.

-

is measuned by a count of population aged12-17, and counties are' ranked

<

frdm high to low by that number. Manpower need is apbarent]y an estimate

of the'size of the labor force by county, w1th data supp11ed by’ the Tennessee :

A

Department ‘of Emp1oyment Security. Counties are.ranked from high to low

in terms of absolute size of labor force s

-~

Each rank1ng of count1es is divided 1nto 5 groups, A. B; C,
D E, with an A rank1ng 1nd1cat1ng greatest entitTement for federa] funds a

and E 1nd1cating the Jeast The ‘same group1ng procedure is u§ed in v1rtua11y

-

' a11«1nstances° it can be 11lustrated by the data in 1ow-income fami]ies i

The highest percentage rank , was Hancock with 71 6% the - 1owest ;er-"

. centage, rank #95, was Davidson,-w1th 25.9%. Subtract 25.9 from;71.6 = 4§:7u ‘

.-, (g .
v ] ° .

- .
. - ~ - ~ -

‘f‘ : . ‘. i . - ., . .246. 258 . " . '
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. Divide 45.7 by 5 = 9.1, Form categories as in Table I.

Table 1

" -
7161:0625(716-91 62.5) etc.
62.4 to 53.3
53.2 to 44.1

44.0 to 3479
34.8 to 25.7

-~ " A'composite weight is then estab1ished by multiplying the county

we1ght under each of the four criteria by a factog\zs1ght A county

-

weight 'is obta1ned by translating the 1etter scores into numbers, e.g.,
A=5,8=4, etc The .factor weights are the following: Relative Ability

s to Pay, 35; Concentrat1on of Low Income Families, 25; Vocat1ona1 Educat1on

] Needs . 20; Maqpower Needs, ?0 The process -is 111ustrated by Tab1e I1.

he »

Table 11

\) ' . - Weight ‘ " Relative Weight
. Factor County County of

Criteria . Assigned Weight . Group Application

Al

-

- 175
140
105

70
35

A Relative Ability
‘to Pay

ngOQw>

125
100
75
50
25

[
)
°

B Concentration of
+ - Low Income Families

Mg oW,

&
80
60
40
20

7

MygOw>—HOOW>
* .

. - .
. C Vogational
Education Needs = '

s

b,

80

60 .
40

20

1
S, gt

¢+ D’ Manpower Needs,




3 - . |

. ‘
- -

The counties are then put in five groups, A,B,C,D,E on the basis of
their ranking in the compégite weiﬁht and by the means described above

aw{th'regard to the grouping procediire used for concedfnation of low income

families. K
C —e.

B. Other Eligible Recipients .T g . _

-~

Other eligible recipients. afe_state:oberafed"systems of area voca-
tion%\-technica] schools, technical inétitutés; and cémmunity co]]ege§7
They lack a Jocal tax base. ,Each‘iﬁgtitdtjoﬁ serves students in §everal
counties;l There are nine p}anningfa%stricts~that receive federal voca;iona1
funds from the state. Available funds are distributed on the basis of a
weighted formula of four main components. | ’
' i) .Concentratioﬁ‘ofgStudents which Impose Higher th;n Average

2

Instructional Costs.

The fo]]owingfstatement abpears”in the Tennessee State Plan for the

Administration of Vocational Education, 1928-82, Part II, p. 5

Factors considered in determining the concentration of
‘students which imposes higher than average jnstructional
costs are: concentration of low-income famiTies, handi-
capped, and non-English speaking population. Each of the
factors is weighted and combined to account for the highest
N weighted individual criterion considered in the allocation
(&gg of funds. . S . .

We have been unable to discover the meaning of these sentences or to
obtain clarification of them.
1i) Manpower Needs and Job Opportunities
, Each'of-fhe nine planning distrifts is given a number equal to the -
size of the labor ¥orce-in its area. -
ii1) Vocational Education Needs

Eéch of the nine planning distrigts ~is assigned a number equal to

“its population aged 18 - 64. 26‘0'

0
.. K .
’ M . . A,

. S .248-
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jv) Relative Financial Ability ]
Faéh of the nine planning districts is given a number equal to the
.amount of funds appropriated to its constituent institutions by the legis-

“latures.
The pumbers assigned to the nine planning districts are weighted
by the following values: ' ‘
7 "Table 111

High Cost Students  + .33 :

Manpower Needs 21 '
* Vocational Needs 21

Relative AQility“ .25

3.” TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS:

A. LEA's - ) ’ -

»

The following arbitrary scale is used to translates'the fivq—fold'

letter ranking of'LEA’S into “county group reimbursement percentages:
4 ® ’ -
NS

Table IV

“110% )
i 105% -
100% ‘
95%
90%

MmMoO®>

The amount of federal vocational funds is divided_ by the number o%‘
authorized prograﬁs (see "Cpmments“) to obtain an approximate average reim-
Qgrsement'Suﬁ. ‘In 1979, th%é amouﬁt was $1,000. The five-foi!ﬁsgt of -"

county group‘reimburSemgnt percentages_is_applied to thelavérage fjgu}e of
+. $1,000 and the fo113king éums are available to LEA's in the five-foid

~ e
v

" classification for each of their approved programs:

o RE ~209- . -
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Table V
A $1,100 ) '
B 1,050 . <
. C 1,000 . ‘
D 950
- E 900
/ - ’
) ’ - y .
B, Other Eligible-Recipients o, . L e
¥ . ¢ < : R : -
For the tota®of the four weighted categories of need, High'Cost
. Students, Manpower Need, Vocatiunal Need, and Re]atiue Ability, ¢he
available federal funds are paid to the nine planning districts under
" the standard-formula
. ALy = Federal'Funds for Other Eligible Recipients x i
I . : LI -
COﬁMENTS ON THE TENNESSEE PROCEDURE '
R Step 1: . No nn]lcab]e data appear to be used. ’

" Step 2: A variation of the Non-procedura] Po1nt Scale is used. No
explanation is of fered for choice of weights. .

Step 3: A Var1at1on of the Tabular Method is used to determine reim-

bursements for LEAs. It appears that the Weighted Points Method is used

R for other eligible recipients, but the plan offers no clear explanation.
< i) With regard to the d1str1but1on of federal funds to LEA's, we .
should note that the number of programs for which each LEA is e11g1b1e for e
funding was decided a number of years ago on' the basis of a survey of needs

. The number of students served as well as other factars were considered in
making this‘determ1nat1onh (Here ”program" refers to a particulqr type of °
vocqtionai edupation at a particular LEA.”’ Contumer and Homemaking instruc-
tion at a partdcu1ar LEA Is considered one "program.")
K ) - : . . : 262
NV, Toe 0 -280-




L}
*

-

Tennessee's formula is used to determine the number of d011ars‘that
an LEA will receive per program, but since the number of programs that:)
each LEA'is allowed is pre-determined, the formula described probab]y‘has

- 1;tt1e'impact. The number of dollars that an LEA receives depends heavily

on the number of programs for which it is allowed funding, and since this
js not controlled by the formula, our conclusion is that.Tennessee's dis-
.. tribution of funds to LEAs is essentially non-formula. !

* With regard to distribytion of federal funds to "other eligible reci-’

v

pients,” there is a djfferent kind ‘of probldm. The state determines the v

Ed
<

composition of each planning region, i.e., it dec%des which institutions
are in each of the regions. The state also determines the intra-planning-

district distribution of federal funds. These iwo decisions that can be

~

_ made at the state ievel would appear to allow state officials to control

the ‘iow of funds to any particular institution, regardless of the main
state-wide formula. ’

-~ -
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TEXAS

-

In FY79, Texas‘did not use a formula to distribute federal funds. A
"relative aﬁi1ity ratio" is determined.which indicates how much of the .
vocational program cost is to be paid by the district. This amqﬁnt‘is
the district assessed value multiplied by a scaling factor of .qo1é.

Apparently districts generally receive the remainder of what they apply

for. A :
y . P
The matching requirements for handicapped and disadvantaged sets ?f% N

asides are met by special state-funded vocational educatioA programs for

the handicapped and disadvantaged.



~ ' UTAH

1. DATA SELECTED

Secondary

Level of Need:

LIF (Number of students in low-1ncome fam111es, as defined
in tables be1ow)

Ability to Raise Revénue:.'
Level of State assistance for regular education
Effort: |

: ADM

4

Postsebondary Institutions

FTE )?
2, 'TRANSFORMATIOﬂ OF. DATA INTQ POINT SCORES

-

Secondary Institutions

Step 1. The low-income ‘factor is deteraned as eath district’s

proport1on of the total number of K - 12 students.in the state quali-
fying for free or reduced ]unch. | I

-
.

Low Income = Total District Free or Reduced Luﬁch Students {
h Total State Free gr Reduced Lunch Students

4
. ) ﬂ .
Eligibility for free or réduced lunch is detgrmined from family o

income by.the following tables:

Fami]y.Size Income Scale

Scale A - Sca1e B
FREE MEALS AND FREE MILK REDUCED PRICE MEALS
Family Size . Yearly Income  Yearly Income
one - $0 - 54,580 $4,501 - $ 7,160
TWo 0o 6,000 . 6,08 - 9,420 .
Three 0. 7,400 - 7,491 - 11,680
| .. Four 0 - 8,940 8,941 - 13,940
. ) Five’ 0~ 10,390 - 10,391 - 16,200 ;
e : T 288
: Y~ . . T Lo . .
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g

Family Sizé Income Scale

_ /.Scale A \ Scale B . .
FREE MEALS AND FREE MILk REDUCED PRICE REALS
Family Size Yearly Income Yearly Income
six #”  §0- 811,80 § 11,841 - $18,470
Seven -0 - 13,290 13,291 - 20,730
Eight 0 - 14,740 14,741 - 22,990 .
Each additional family member Each additional fémi]y member
$1,450 ‘ S $2,250 ) s

) ~y
' Step 2. -The Ability to Pay factor (AP) is determined as each
district's proportion of the total stage‘g;-12 enrolIment weighted
by the percentage «of that, district’s educational expenditures paid

for by the State.

~

_ District 9-12 Enrollment , State Assistance to District

AP = State 9-12 Enrollment Total. District Expenditures -

P ) ' Q . . .
~ Step 3. The Effort factor is each district's proportion’of the

total State 11 - 12 vocational.education enro]]mentl o

.

Eefort = District 11-12 Average Daily Membershi
- Total State 11-12 Average Daily Membership

Postsecondary Instututions

Point Scores are simply each institutions relative FTE
[5]

Institution FTE
Total State postsecondary FTE -

+ Score =

S

3. TRANSFORMATION,OF POINT SCORES INTO-DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS

. ‘Secondary Institutions * ' ¥

.

Eachrdistrict‘s‘totaﬁ proportion of the federal fund§ka116cated

A

o " ‘. - -254.- '266 . ‘ | '..,

,/'




‘+

to secondary’inst1tut1ons is. then ca1cu1ated as the sum of these

® .

three factors, Low Income, AP and Effort. weighted at 60% 30%. and

10% respect1ve1y.

f B
- -

Dfstrict Allocation = (Low Income)(.60) + (AP)(.30) + (Effort)(.10)
. . x Funds Available '

.

Postsecondary Institutions " .

.
~
o A

~ The federal allocation -for postsecondary institutions is divided
proportionally®to each institution's enroliment (by FTE).

t
-

’

Institution _ Institution FTE x Funds Available = ~

Allocation ~ Total State Post-sec FTE

‘ ‘ b ) ;
COMMENTS ON UTAH'S PROCEDURE , o

Step 1: No malleable data used.

Step 2: A continuous Proportion of Total meteod is used.

Step 3: Dollar allocations afe determined,by'the Weighted -Points
-Method.’ ’

1. In total, Vocational Bducation funds are distributed as follows:
" a) Most of the Seggirts 2 and 3 funds are allocated ‘equally between

Secondary and Posts 1nst1tut1ons by the formulas déscr1bed above
b) The rest of Subparts 2 and 3 fupds-are distributed to various cate-
gorica] purposed (such as hendicapped, disadvanteged and energy prégrams)
on a competitive, non-formula basis./ _ ‘

' (c) Subpart 4 fends all go to two "ski1meenters“ whose enrollments -

" are 100% disadvaqiaéed. The meney is;divided‘EEfWeen the two centers

on the basis of their relative enroilments. ' .

¥
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o five different types of

d) Subpart 5 fundé are aistributed t

programs on a competitive, non-formula basis.

i) Because Utah equalizes t

1 education expenditures,conventional
\\

he inffhence of abilit to pay Jor

genera

£inancial ability are not relevant.

s
°d ’
. x_
[
\
L]
s - -
>
N
o“ A v L —
-y ¢ -
) ’ .
‘ 4
c—u-‘ bt - e
?
&
- *
.
~ .
° » -
T “
+
‘ »*
N o_»
. Y
.
3 .
l/’g
. h -~
“ > .
L4 ’ -
nm—— M
' k ’ Q
N
[y -
, 268
- .‘ (
. s
?
. . o
";, “»
. e ., .
. A~
. ) AT Y
. . ,(: .
-» . ;x\“ |f t . .
r o .256-
N :
”

measures O relative

-




AR

2.

2l

VERMONT »

DATA SELECTED:
DE, E, AFDC, LIF, POP, AV, ADM- UR

>

TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTQ POINT SCORES:
is computed from the following components:

1 4

A “district index," ONI,

®
-

4 Disadvantaged Pupil Index (OP) - )
C‘P DEd / T DE, ) .
D i .

d ¢ ,z's. ) :
d ' ’

b) Low Income Family Indéx (LI)

L14 = AFDCq4 * LIF /rAFDC +ILIF;
POP4 / L POP;
¢) Ability to Pay Index (EGL) )
ESly=Avy * . TAL )
Ry o ERM
/-
ﬁ)( Unemployment Index (UN)
UNg = Uy o /30, 3 .
Pqu / 2P0P1 . . . )
. . %

4

ORES, INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS: .

3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SC
ra1 funds are all d1str1bq§ed

"Sections 120 130, 140, and 150 fede
under a wefghted formula, as follows.

) Firsi, compute
ONId 0.2 (0P,) + 0.3 (L1g) + 0.3 (E6L,) + 0.2 (UNg) -

théh ‘ .

T . * gg7- RBI

L



‘ ’ N }
ALd=PxD'N"fd d o" - . "

Y A L .
where' P is a constant eqﬁa1 to.the value required to cause.-

T AL = funds - ava11ab1e.

/ This is equ1va1ent to the use of the standard formula:

LA . . \

DNId

AL‘,? funds available) X —
d ( ) E-DNI? ‘

‘>

COMMENTS ON THE VERMONT PROCEDURE: .

| Step 1: ~'The data appear to be non-ma11eab1e.
Step 2: Vermont employs a continuous Ratio to Average Value method.
Step 3 1) ‘The Weighted Points Method is used.

The formula * DNIg = 0.2 (DPy) + 0.3 (LI,) + 0.3 (EGL)* 0.2 (UN)

appears to have 1ts we1ghts for var1ab1es explicitly presented. Howeven,
each var1ab1e is also we1ghted 1mp11c1t1y, and the va1ues of the 1mp11c1t

5we1ghts are not shown. Ffor example, consider the var1abfe

Al

ST OE, ’ POE, - g
-E;r-' C YT e In effect this is equivalent to the proportion
/ K
: . : E
. of disadvantaged youth in the schools d? the district weighted by %.41_
_ . - ¢ DE.?
- : . - i

with the latter expression serving as_an imp]ie%t wedght.' Each‘of the

,other variabTes can be regarded toghave an imp]jcit,we?ght‘of a corres=-

pond1ng type. ‘ -
ii, The fact that Section 140 monéy is d1str1buted under the formula

-
v

descrtbed above means that. some d1stricts that are try1ng to estab11sh .

special programs for the d1sadvantaged do not get: funded for same because

they are too wealthy.

' 270
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VIRGINIA .

We have been unable to discover a description of Virginia's distri-

‘bution formula. What follows is a narrative account of distribution proce-

dures,‘qrgwn from Virqinia Annual Proaram Plan for Vocational Education 1978-9.
Variab]es;used in distributing fungs include aﬁ ability to pay measure.

This' Ts based 6n assessed valuation per ADM, local personal income per capita,

and statéiaistributibns of saTes tax rétipts for edufgtibn'per AD@, A

second main variable jf'cost of education which is based upon local ‘expen-

ditures for schools per ADM. The third main variable is need for vocational

i education: as measured by rate of dropouts, rate of unémployment, and per-

centage of stggents‘comp1eting their education at high school level.
By means not specified, e]igib]e recipients are ranked in terms of
these variables and divided inte three @rgups, 1, 11, and III. The fol-""

lowing statement is made regarding reimbursement rates in the three aroups

(Virginia Annual program Plan fox Vocational Eaucation, 1978-79, p. 6.2) " —

. « - -
.’ . j\ T, —
'

Local school divisions in Group I are eliaibie for 60% reim-

bursement of approved cOSts for categorical @rFants such as ..

the extension of contracts, equipment, adult education pro-
grams, etc., and 50% of the approved amount of eligibte
costs for construction ac ivities. ‘Divisions in Group II —
are eligible for 55% reimbursement of approved 'cbsts for —
categorical grants such as the extension of contracts, equip-
ment, adult education programs, etc., and 45% of  the approved
amount of eligible costs for construction activities. - Divi-
sions in Group III-are eliqible - for 50% reimbursement of
approved. costs for categorical grants such as the extension_ <
of contracts, equipment, adult_education programs, etc., o
and 40% of the approved amou "of eligible costs for construcs
tion activities. A1l divisions are eligible for 50% of ap- .
proved'loca1 travel for regular program activities. Work ' )
. . Study is reimbursed at 80% to Group 1 divisions, 75% to - .

. Group 11 divisions, and 70% to Group 111 divisions.

. . ' ‘ e .

&
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WASHINGTON .
- 1. DATA SELECTED ° S L "
Secondary L '
Level of Need: .“ "g '
LIF, state expenditure/pupil, voc. ed. enro11mént:,t6ta1 ’ - 3

enrollment, unemployment
Ability to Raise Revenue: : . 2

3

AV per capita, total Mills levied,.per capita indome, state ex-

penditures on education, state expenditures fgp/COC. ed., P,

-

. number of voc.'ed. pupils, Fo-op programs
- Quality of Program: : ' - =
New ﬁ}ogra?g’*i . |
Vocétiona1 Technical Institute (VTI) _- . .

Level of Need: ,

‘UR, population receiving public-assistance, DR

e Abifﬁty to Raise Revenue: i . o,

3; AV ' - , ; . , ) . . . f: /

ComﬁUn%ty College

&

- - Levei 6f Need: ‘ ,

R, LIF, DR, population receiving public assistance-

‘J

 ; . _
Other:. , . .
. X ) ’ ‘4 Y *
. State population, population of col1gge area, stafé;co11ege,
= - v enrollment by institution T

) ,
. . . , : &
' ". 2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA INTO POINT.SCORES

. s+ . * .secondary SR S ;
j ' © ] " - p . ’
' . . Level’ of Need . Lo I I
o T 1) Tow fncome (LIF). The LIF* points are calculated from the .

; - .
- ‘e 4 -
[N - . . N

T
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; . . - - -261-
. %o * ,
A FuliText Provid ic M i s N :
b L - - - -
. . N A o v, . 5.
e B . P -
. A




«

N e

£ . )
. Apility to Raise revenue (AP) -° Ao Y
P ‘ . * . . ‘ (Y N
The AP* is 2 composite of the following factors:
. R . . * . (
State Average : ~ State Average Tgta1 -
Assessed Valuation Mills Levied by all State per
- per’ Capita % Gov. Units % Cagita:lncome
LEA Average Asses- - LEA Total Mi11s Leviéd LEA per. capita
sed Valuation per by all Gov. Units 'y, » Income - - o
Capita . ' . ’
. State Expenditures Per “~
pupil w/o Community Ed.» -
Food Services, Transporta- . State gxpenditure LEA yoca- . BN
% tion and Adult Ed. - for Voc ed per pupil - _tional FTE's °
LEA txpenditure ‘per Pupil X LEA. Expenditure for X .LEA 9-12 e
w/o Com. Ed.s Food Services - voc ed per Pupil . FTE's
- Trans. and Adult gd. . .
- ' . ‘ - . : -
X Inter-district Co-0P - ' ) ‘ '
‘ N ' L.

-

@ .

“

following criteria: ' .

¢ - Q
VA .
: State Expenditure per Pupil -
LIF* = Percent Low w/0 Community Ed.. Food Ser- Vocational
Income Each vices, Transportation & Adult Ed. X FTE'S
LEA LEA Expenditure per. Pupil w/0 LEAD-12
Community Ed., Food Seryices, FTE's

»

Transportation and Adult Ed.

" 1) ‘Unemployment (UR)

The points for unemployment are equal to the unemployment ratey /

¢ uR* = UR S .-

ve

The value of the Inter-distr?ict Co-op variable is 1.0 for

any district that doe$ not have 3 cooperativé program that serves-

other school districts, andA1;i for a district ‘that does of fer sﬁch a ©
' ) C N Cw -
_program. -, - * Q T 2. i R
. - | . _ (. 223“4 '
— ‘——‘)————“.- » -




Quality of Program
The points alloted for tﬁg number of new programs (NP*)

can be determined from the chart-below.

4 ¢ v
No. of new programs “Index 1V ’
! 0 0
. 1 1.02
2 . 1.04 .
3 1.06 :
4 1.08 o )
5 or greater 1.10 ~
v "’ yocational Technical Institute (VTI)
The VTI fQPding)ﬂactor, R, is computed for each VIl i as -
follows: ‘
4 . ) v . , .
Ry = X(Ay + By + Gy *+ Ey) o S
. 5 R
. oo~ - ) . - a
X = an adjustment factor chosen such that all aVai1ab1g funds are distributed.
h - unempioymert rate of VTIi,afga '
i C.
unemployiment rate of state '
proportfon4of—v1£¥ua:eaLsgpopuiaxénn*:gﬁéiiiagspab1ic assistance
B- BT - < ’ et - — o
. prdpertion of state's poputation receiving public assistance
state average per.é%pita vaauatfon ¥
C, = : . .
L VTI, area per capitz valuation . )
. "VTI. area, dropout rate. : |
oE, = ——1.1' R \_
X state dropout rite | S .®
.. . . o .. . [ t . ,.;
-~ ) [ . '- . ) .’ ) 'l ‘ : M " . . . ‘ s - .
o When. the area served'by a VTI is whdlly contained within one gounty,'
‘ L e 275 P S -
:\~. ’ -263* . .. . . . '




N o " | o )
. “ ')
t . then VTI area data are equivalent to county data. When a VTI

. serves more than one county, a.composite of the data from the

L 4

counties served is used. . ’ o ’ :iT
e ~*Commun1ty*Col1eges~A — ; A i
The City Co11ege finding facter C for each city co11ege i, o

15— compu%ed—as fo]]ows -

.35(a1. + b?. + c; + di) P1 + .§0ei + .2?7-

college i area's unemployment rate

_.agif = *
' state's unemployment rate
L ccllege i area's petrcent of families be]ow poverty line (1970 census) -
b, =
1, state’s percent of families below poverty 11ne . |
¢, = college i area's dropout rateeé . .
’ .
state's dropout rate .
/// _ . _ 4 _ L] . 5 .
d. = college i area's proportion of population receiving public assistance °
| . - : — ' -

state’s proportion of population receiving public assistance
:‘ . , ‘ . ;. . Ve .
p; = proportion of stéte's pdpu]ation that lives in Ebllege i arga -

) o > ’

§ R - . o ) ’ . ., ) '“-.
. = proportion ofi sjate's total college FTE at ‘college i - X ;

T ) ¢ . . A 3

LY

(14
"

) TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS:
IR }Secondarx O | \, S ; e .~ -
~ "In determ1n1ng the dmstr1ct re1mbursemgnt amounts, every - R
.var1qb1e is we1ghted by a factor of d1str1ct enro]]ment.‘ The
R " total available funds are divided accord1n§ to each var1abJe and

':," . ". each d1str1ct receives a bit oﬁ-eaéh fuﬂd kased qp the proportion .

»>
. . 5T o A
,':r"'\ . . " @ ~ X
- : 1264~ AEEE - : .
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of the Qistrict's weighted point tetal to state total points.

B J ’ . . - :
7 For example, the-reimbursement-amount—from the ability to-pay
fund for every district d, is -
g * T
. - -/ (AP4) (enrollmenty)
AP reimbursement, = ) (enroﬂmgnt )¢ dollars available for
' A d$5_1 istribution on the bas1s
tricts i ; Of’AP
P 1 . : T
. A similar calculation determines the distribution

. R ' . [§
to districts on the<tdsis of each of the other three point '
variables (LIF*, UR*, NP*).

~Vocational -Téchm"ca] Institute

The fundmg factor "R“ for each VTI is adJusted by FTE =
“‘enrollment of the V11 rebatwe to that of the state total.,
Th1s is thén mult1phed by the state total funds avaﬂabTe\r d1s-

R trihbution to VTIs to determine the allocation.to the particilar VTI.

ot ’

» R ) ‘ - .
Reimbursement _ (R ) FTE X . "
: .- oo = (total f available)
vty T () g X (el A€ avefiable)
. © aH t T ‘ . .
“ - --Q:;:-‘T" R
Commumty Lollege o . Q . . 2

e The fundmg factar C for edch city col Leqe i is transformed

F

1nto a. doﬂar aHocatmn mere’ly -by muitiplying C1 by the. funds

.

.avaﬂatﬂe. . T . " )
s T . .

* -Reimbursement to _ | . ) ) ’
City College i. <Ci)(FU"dS aViiﬂable’.f‘or city colleges)

l‘ 0

r\ . - l" 277
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COMMENTS ON THE WASHINGTON PROCEDURE:

Step 1: Secondary 1) The va1ue of the numerator of the U“state

expenditure/pupil" variable is constant across all districts. The denom1-

.

‘hator varies,by the expenditure in the given LEA. As defined, {, those d1s-

\
tricts that spend money. for dlsadvantaged or disabled programs wou]dvhave

a larger denominator, and thus a lower varnable.po1nt va1ue. ii) See

the state plan for the source of the data. “
Step 2: Secondar _1) At the’ setondary 1eve1 Washington converts

data to points mainly by the Ratio to "Average ‘Value Method, whith is con-
tinuous. For some uarieb1es,;the proportion of.total method is used. For

"Quality of @rogram,” the procedura] Point Scale Method is uséd.

VT1 and City éo]feges. For VTI and City Co]]egellevels, Washington

converts data to points using the Proportion df Total Method, which is
cogﬁinugus. L . K .

) ‘a

L4

Step 3: A1l 1eve1s convert'the point scores to reimbursement
amounts us1ng\Ehe Ne:ghted Points Method el

i) The _percent of total fedcra] funds alloted to each variable

. 1n the secondary formuﬂa for 1978 -and proposed 1379 are.shown bc]ow

.. ) . - o o, ] . v
1978 . Proposed 1979 = -*
A 35% '35 - 40% T
tT LIF ’ 35 - 35.- 40 P , . o .
R . - 10 : ‘
ry‘ £ 20+  -10-20° , "

,.- . . ‘ \

" The percents actually used .in 1979, and the cofiputations-used to denive’

these. percénts, are.not explained. S oo al

R 4

The secondany formula is used to distribute Subn/it 2 nnney only.

The VT1 formu]a d1str1butes funds under all subparts e Commuﬁ%ty

“Co11eges formu]a is used to distr1bute funds from Subpart, 2 to all

-

. .
“
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> Corrmuni'ty Colleges and funds from Subpart 4 and 5 for those that

. requested them. e : -
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WEST VIRGINIA
FY 1980

v

. ‘l.

DATA SELECTED

E; LI (number of low income,chilqr@n),voR, Number of Loza1 Dollars

district is required to sgend on education.accordina to the state's
equa1izatioﬁ'fonmu1a, pop

. 2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA  INTO-POINT SCORES

.
°
Y LS

P .
A.t&géuhr SZéondary Formula |

- . Tx . : » \\\\\
*  DO. pupils in state |
= Asz Xd"'

d's no. of pupils o

wherg - <} ‘ )

Xd = no. of local dollars d is reauired to spend on education

according to the eaualization formula;

' . I X

The following formulas .are wused to compute point scores:’

Abilify to Pay Score AP*

]

-
- %
- ,

“Low Ineome S o%g LI*
. .. . LIQ ~
- . * enrolimenty

LT, =
d State total LI - -
state total enroliment

&

)

PR S

{

where LId‘=3d's number of low- income children

iggppout Rate Score DR*

) M'DR*-- drs,droﬁout-rate
ST d = state dropout rate ‘,f'

L3

. 280

\
4
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LR

-

-

= state total no. of 1oc§h d011(js spent on education.




Total Score TS*
TS) = .45AP% +.45L1% + . T00R*

. . , )
. B. Disadvintaged and Handicapped Formula

i) LEAs are first arranged in ascending order of their values of TS*.

ii) Then they are as§igned values of Y*‘ph the basis of their position on A
' N
the list. ) . =
, : | . -
- . ' . a
S d's Position on ’
- Step i's list ’ _yx
. . , - e(}) - -
CF top 7 . .90 ’ -
next 6 Ce 91 - PR :
next 6 .92 . T
‘next 6 . .93 ' .
next 6 .94
next 6 .95
next 6 - ~ .96
: next 6 : X 4 .97 ‘
next 6 .98 T
bottom 7 _ ) .99
. ) C. Postsecondary Formula ~ ' ¢
The description of thts formula in the 1980 State P]an is not in-
- telligible, o v
g ' *
/;3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATJONS‘ C 4
‘ ‘A. Regu]ar Secondary and Related Program= - . L -
r ) .
Va1ues of TS* are transformed to a scale ranging from 1. 0 to 1 3 v
W in order to Q&fxne the vatues of ATS*. The p cedure for mak1na this ‘
' trans]at1on is not exp1a1ned -
' r ., -~ “ [ , . " )
. ! ‘ r .l . . . ' %
, . _ - : T
Allocation to county d = Total Funds ATSd x Studejt-Teacher Contact Hoursd: .
can T Available Z (ATS; x SPudent-Teacher Contact
e R - Ay e . Hoursg) T
e utiere de J3 §° < set of a‘l'l“e’]j'gib‘Te recipae'n't’ ’ " I
"- , . | . .~ h .- ] . ) | ) . ) -2 | - 0 i ‘ . f
T.‘ . e, . -269 81 ' ‘ . . v . . v T

. 3 . . — N ;’ 7 e . -

Lo . A - . . . b ’ . ' ¢ B ‘

A e e e e ’ e 8 - ‘R . N - . ‘
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Tﬁe above formu]a is also used to distribute funds earmarked for

the fo]]oW1ng,purposes Gu1dance and Counse]ung, Adm1ntstrat1on and '

(

" Supervision, and,Job- Placement. S - ‘ .

B. Disadvantaged, Handicapped and Related Alltocations — -

For each app11cat1on for federal funds, the state author1t1es

st il

.
‘e

-

*

P

A e e ’
- N R — S S

. . (continuing programs only) State - to fund this ap-/. . -~ - ’

determ1ne whether the amount requested s aoproprnate—andyhewJMueh—of that

amount will be covered by state and 1ocal funds. .The ﬁrocedure for this -

-

1atter step is not shown. : ' - R

Ihen the allocation of federal funds is determined as follows:

v o .
Allocation of federal funds  / No. of Dollars No. df State, .- ,

%o d for handicapped.and ~ _ Requested byd _ & local.dollars *
" disadvantaged programs . .and approved by that will be used

- - -

plication 4 " .
N ) - 8 ¢ “
If the allocations so determined add to more than the amount of )

federa1 money ava113b1e, then the a11ocat1ons are detreased proport1onate1y B
until the sum equa1s the amount of federa7~funds at hand. If there is -

mopey left over after -this main allocation is mage, additional7sums are -
,pa1d to e11g1b1e recwp1ents on cr1ter1a of economic depress1on in the region

of the LEA unemp]oyment rate, and cost-effectiveness of” programs offered’

‘bytheLEA , ' L .

1]

The above formula is also used to d1str1bute funds in the fo]]owing .=

categor1es Cooperat1ve Programs , Adu]t Programs (for Adui® Programs, Y* -
A 1 d

is we1ghted at 1.2.) Lo

.

_————€~——Con$umer and Homemak1ng,Proqram;& ; ¢ . ~ 1

This . a11ocation is based on the fordﬁ]a

"= No. of adults-in ;].Z
_ d!s district unas
A]]ocation to d =§gate. adult X Available,

1

"Value of Yd from d1sadvan-
% taged and hand1capped formu]a )

e e - __Population .
LN %, ' Lo . E o ‘."*"*“’ ST g e e
282 . I
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o B -
excepi that allocations are not to exceed $9 per instruction hour. "
. COMMENTS ON THE WEST VIRGINIA'PROCEDURE l .o <
- Step 1 No Maﬂ]eab1e Data used , o= ) ~
‘7 ‘Step 2: Rat1o to Average Vaiue a cont1nuous method, is used. - 6
Step 3: We1ghted Po1ﬂ%s Me thod used ' ) A :
. . i) At certa1n,cruc1a] steps in the d1str1but1on process, We Were
o unabWe to fathom the techn1ques employed ‘even after engag1ng in‘corres-
3 pondence and teﬁephone conversat1ons with West V1rg1n1a officials. We
" doubt the descr1pt1ons of these procedures g1ven in the State P]ans serve
to inform the interested citizens¥of the state either. ,
- ’ - -
) A\ € .
. & . ) - -
-& 'l -
. ' v . , ‘ ’ -
. . . » =, ‘ -
h R -" - . . - . - -
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WISCONSIN. | L

1. DATA SELECTED o ) " : L.

» e e

Cost of Instruct1on (Post- Secondary) o FTE M Secondary) Local - '
Tax Dates (Post- Secondary) PQI UR, POP (age 18 and over), Student L, 2

P'laCements, Enro]]ment Trends, Buﬂdmg Ut1hzat1on, Prograr

, Character1st1cs (Secondary) B : . o . s

y 92..' TRANSFORMATION 0F DATA INTO POINT SCORES . '
————Postsecondarv ~ ' o . ) L
o . ! "
Several post-secondary a]]ocat1ons are based on a Mu1t1-Factor . ,oon

Index Score (MFIS) There are 16 post-secondary 1nst1tut1ons and these

‘- o are d1v1ded nto quartﬂes by the” criteria of eff1c'|ency, effort, 1ncome“, . .' :

, e
. o (’

need and serv1ce ’ SN ‘ . a

1.~ ff1c1ency. Th‘lS rankmg is based on cost‘per FTE student 1975 76 -

The four 1nst1tut1ons mth the 'lowest cost per FTE rece1ve a 's’four" and

.. the four mth the h1ghest cost recewe .2 “one" and the»other 8 d1,str1cts e
o . are likewise d1s’tr1buted in- the m1dd1e ~two qﬁrggs by thefrr rahk1ng" and o
" . rece1Ve either. a "two! or a "three“" ‘-o;% . " .
- 1 L S Effort Th1s is based- on ]oca'l téx rate “The - four d1s’tr1cts w1th'
e - the h1ghest tax rates rece1ve a four and the other d1str1cts are ranked
TR downward, as 1n the,(c'ase of the efﬁmency index™above. = ¢ . ..

M
-y

3. Income Tms rankmg re]ates to income per cap1ta, 1974 data for'

- Zcounty of wh1cb the district 1s 'located The d1str1cts ynth the 1owest

1ncome per caprta,,recewe an mde’x va’lue of four . -
) 4 ‘3 ﬁeed,,,Need 1s measured by annuﬁ average unemp1oyment rate, 1976,
Eour d1str1cts with the hlghest Unemp.loyment ratesc rece1ve a four, etc. s
: - A '*L‘ ".‘.; L2 SR . \ PR ’:‘: ‘r"‘, b v - - "T\' *
- o * . . )As: . ‘ ‘.“ N " "*- ." R < . - \"."
Yy . K 'S - .t . [ K ) . . . A . . . ~ .,
L . ) CTNELI T S PR .. .
. Do, ““": . “‘,‘ﬁ\'y‘ ',"."gf‘e::" '““,‘57‘ C P e . 2 y . - B
e TroTesE R T e /.-2727% , 78,4 . : ¢
- \-i: ,-‘:.{,' e e . *: rose . ._. :, . . ., .
_ "::EME £ v':);.» - ) £ ‘ 3 y ¢ - /fg T .
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- .

5. Serv1ce. Service is measured by progort1on of post-secongary

and adult enro11ments in vocat1ona1 education in the population aged 18

and over, 1974-75 data.

.

The five separate index scores are cast up for each district.

The h1ghest tota1 score is 16 and the 1owest is 8. Then P, is computé—“

.
o™

<

. ut111zatlon 1ndex,

a

as . :
o o District Student FTES =g - : 3
?d [Indices Score]‘ X Sgate jotal Student FTEs © T
There is also computed a “"reimbursement percentage rate.“} This .
is an index.score obtained as the simple sufr of the index va}ués described ..
g
just above under the headings of Effort, Incgme and Need The tota1 1ndex N
score 1s translated 1nto a Re1mbursement Percentage Rate as fol]ows g 3
+ o, ) ‘ s ) )
o Table 1. SR SRR
‘ e ReimbufSément« i . :
Index Score Percentage Rate -
' 10-12° 55 o
. ~6-19 . . 50. 0 ¢+ el Lo
‘ 0._— 5 - .‘ ¢ 45 L . ‘f". “
Lo e - : ‘} ) e “
« Next, there is for post- secondary institutions 3 COnstruct10h

o

Federal Funding Re1mbursement Index.» It is der1ved- as before, by add1ng

together as a single sum various separate components.. These are 1ncome,,

L, N DY

unemp]oyment and effort all a1ready descr1bed »There 1s a1s

"
%

der?ved from data on how many t1mes a week a room 1$'

N
74«\

oan

.

schedu]edqior use and number‘of student stat1ons used per*week compared

to the number of statrons sehedu]ed In the coﬁstruct1on 1n ;; there ’°

‘are add1tfona1 subject1ye1y-de fved measures of the gistr1ct s.need for
Pﬂ:\e

Y
new faci11ty, p1acément sucoess rate, and enro]]ment,trends

e

"'y'f




. ,For consumer and homemak1ng education at the’ post secdndary

.

' 1eve1 there 1s a score deve]oped from a state adm1n1stered assessment
, of - the qua11ty of the district's program 1n terms of progress toward
< -

- sex equity, adequacy of supervision and coordination, reasonab]eness!of -

-
~

the budget» existence of 1oca1 advisory comm1ttee and annoucement of

g.measurable obJectfves. Point scores are trans]ated 1nto re1mbursement A

~

* rates under the following tab]e:

~
»

L Table Ii/ o
'Score © i T * #Reimbursement Rate

85-100" ) 85% '
70-84 S ‘

55-69

40-54

25-39

10-24

e -
o

Secondary Lbvel

One master index is used for d1str1but1ng federa] vocational

money at the secondary 1eve1. ng éomponents and 1ndex1Va1ues are shown

kY

. oelow:.

Table' 111

Schoo1s in Econdm1ca11y Depressed Areas

Schools in an econom1ca11y\depressed area as defined by

the Department of Industry, Labor, and "Human Relations )
dre those in cogmunities with Jower thar average per- cap1ta
incomes and would receive 20 po1nts 3pd those schools ‘not in
- an economically deprgssed area would rece1ve 0 pownts

" Relative Ability to Pay* > B - , Aif

Low Ty
Low Average ' ‘. '
High Average, *\

High




¢

A scaleis deve]oped 11sttng the property valuation per

student of each school district ranging from the most property
valuation to the least. The first one-sixth of the scale, or

those schools with tpe most pr0perty valuation per student (high),
would receive nospoints. The next one-third of the scale would be
the high.average and receive 5-points. The next one- -third of the * .
scale would. be the 1dw average and receive 10 points. ‘The remaining
one-sixth of the stale, or:those .schoo¥s with the least property
valuation per student (1ow}, would receive 20 points.

Role Stereotyping . S Lo Lt

‘A school must idgrtify the number of males and females in .
-all funded projects for the last three years and pro;ect the
enrollment for the_nekt three years to receive vocational.
educat1on funds. S .
A sch001 will receive § po1nts for describing pro edures to be -
used to identify sex role stereotyping problems/concerns within
total vocational program with emphasws on program areas. ) 5
e .

A schoo] will receive 10 points for completing the first two

. steps and for describing proceduras to be used to deve]op a

- p1an for address1ng probléhg stated above

A school w1TJ rece1Ve 15 po1nts for. descr1b1ng pgogoged sex
role’ stereot&p1ng in-seryice program based.on thé need(s)
identified above and compieting the program by the end of the

« fiscal year. . -

*

Special’ Needs\

Spec al target‘grouo -- unique, extens1ve services °
Special target group -- normal services'

Basic program 1nc1bd1ng target group students but 1ess '
than 50% of c1ass enrollment . i

‘Basic capstone program receives 5 po1nts

Capstone program.in which 50% of the students are e1ther

disadvantaged or handicapped and receiv1ng spec1a1 services

receive 10 po1nts .

Capstone program’in which an additional period.for spec1a1
" “services for these disadvantaged or hand1capped students is

provided receives ‘15 po1nts .

‘ Special Costs- : \

High -

Average ,

Normal :

Low k . .

Spetial costs relate to cost1iness of a given project --

287




’\F\\\ Points are cumulative; i.e. -a co-op project with $6,500
N v in hardware and a summer program would receive 11 points.

Basic capstone program receives § points -. . .
Simulation or cooperative capstone program with approved
coordination time receives an additional two points. SN
Capstone program with approved hardware totaling $6,000 or

more receives an additional two points.

Capstone program with approved ‘summer salary for vocationally
certified teacher receives an additional two points.

4
L4

"Manpower
- 4
‘ Employment needs -- surplus to severe need® . 5,15

s - -~

. Basic capstone program receives 5 points.
Capstone program in Health Care Occupations and/or
approved cooperative capstone,programs receives 15 points. . |

Additional Points for New'Projects

' :\‘ . First year prpject
. Second year project
R Third year. project

-—
£ 00 r

_High_Dropoyt O ‘ : N

y Top one-third above average, - ]
B Second one-third above average
First one-third above average
Below average |

osvOo

[ . " points are awarded to those sghool districtsWith dropout )
. " rates above State average. - o .

Other - . 4 .

Vocational student organization opportunities ' 0,4, 8
JDemonstration projects, pilot projects, or projects ' .
for new and emerging occupations 3 ) 0, 10

- *+ . A school will receive 8 points for vocational student
c'-organizgtion opportunities if state and nationally affiliated
.8 and local program of work and end-of-year evaluation is ) :
"7 «  submitted... A school will receive 4 points if state and nationally
. . affiliated and.program of work submitted or local program of work
« 7 . and end-of-year evaluation submitted. A school will receive 0
) points if program-of work and end-of-year evaluation is not p
.submitted and rot state and nationally affiliated, or only program
~ ofiwork submitted, or only dues submitted.

A - .
- TOTAL POSSIBLE POINTS . 136

P . ' ¢
i , . - ’
- | <288 e
- ' .
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3. TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTODOLLAR ALLOCATIONS

*  Secondary (A . : 3;,

The point scores in Tab]e III are used to d1str1bute all funds

-
s

to secpndary inst1tut1ons- However, just as in the case of postsecondary .
. ' allocations, there are state- determ1ned setas1des 25 percent, of Sect1on’
. 120 money is&for disadvantaged students angd 15 percent is for the hand1— (J

The Po1nts in Tab1e 111 are used as. fo]]ows The total number of

capped

points for a11”schoo]s is diyided into the number of db11ars ava11ab1e

.

for the purpose for which funds are bewng d1str1buted {hand1capped,

spec1a1 d1sadvantaged regu1er programs, or whatevét) to y1eld a do11ars
. . . point figure. Thxs do]lars/po1nt f1gure is then multiplied by each ~
district's number of po1nts to arr1ve at the number of do]]ars for which
.it is e}ig1b1e. Matching ratios are der1ved and,used in the same fashion
as_in‘the case of postsecondary a110cat1ons (see be1ow).

¢ -,
L . .

Postsecondarx ] -

-~

Sixty percent of Sect1on 120 money is reserved for postsecondary"‘
1nstitutions, as is s1xty percent of Section 140 and 150. Of the )
section 120 postsecondary distribution, 25 percent is reserved for d1s-
advantaged persons and 15 percent for the hand1capped Add1t1ona1 funds 4
(the amounts vary from one year to the next) for prev1ous cdmn1tments,d

high pr1or1ty areas, construct1on, state adm1n1strat1on, and spec1a1
- I

“

project.

1. Regular Programs : . 3 o o F

: The following relationsh#h is calculated -~ + : ‘;% ;
) RRy= _d e
P ‘ . . . e ¢
j ¢ ‘ _ SRR , a
4 =¥ ’
! 28 * \ ¢




,
’ v

The reimbursement rate is,épp]ied to federal funds available to deter-

mine a‘"Elanning Figure" for the given district. Each district receives
3 . ‘

75 percent of the Planning Figure.

The rema1n1ng 25 percent of available funds is hand1ed in the -
fo]]ow1ng .manner. D1str1cts are rated by the-state on the same basis,
agprox1mate1x, as the'state uses in eva]uat1ng consumer and homemaking
education. D1str1cts are then ranked from’h1gh to 1ow Starting at
the t0p of the list, d1str1cts are pa1d at the Re1mbursement Percentage
‘Rate (range 55 ' 45 percent, see jab]e I) on tnose amounts of their

QP‘Ia‘nning Figure‘not covered by the “initial distribution'of 75 bercent
of the money. This process is‘carried a1ong‘unt11 the federal money

+ V-) M
is exhausted. ’ Y
. i’ q. L . \
‘Districts are not restricted to the Planning Figure ds a ‘ceiling
for their budgéts. A d1str1ct may , for examp]e p1an programs whose

total cost is, 200% of 1ts Planning F1gure This d1str1ct will then

" receive 75% of its P1ann1ng Figure 1n)federa1 money, and assuming it is

sufficiently high on the prior?ty 1ist,.it will also receive an amount
edual to its Reimbursement Peroentage Rate times 125% of its P]anning

Figure (since 200% - 75% = 125%). As 1ong as the district is w1111ng

*

R £

,/

to provide the matching funds its budget”can be as }arge as it wants.

L}

The Reimbursement Percentage Rate thus has another use: it establishes.

a_local match1ng requirement

where P = P1ann1ng Figure, R = Reimbursement Percentage Rate and
L = Local Share (match1ng), each district rece1ves P in federa1 funds
and must ‘match that money ‘With at 1east L = %75§§.

to saying that the federa] funding for a part1cu1ar program ‘must’ never

© . tomprise more than R (. the Reimpursement Percentagé Rate) of the budgetm

~

250
-278- |
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LY

. The recjpient must'provide (1.0-3) afffhe total budéet Sn order to

receive the*federal money. - L LD
L)

2. Construction _ R 5

RN

For construction the index previéus]y described is used as follows:

*
N 4

-

where RRﬂ{ndicates preliminary RR. Then, fof'each district, there is -

- . -
-
>

- computed .
’

RR' x Local Cost of Copstructiorf (LLC) = S4

* Then one takes the-ratio of .
/ Sa . ‘ . . ’ '.’_‘a‘
Federal Funds = allocating percentage, AP.
Avai]able :

S

4 = Eﬂ x AP,

3. Pogisecondary Sandicapped and Disadvantaged Setaside -

From MFIS is derived'Pd (used alsoin the distribution of regular

postsecondary funds). The distribution takes the farm
.Pd - ) ]
S, = —— x Federal Funds Available

d .
PJ

y

4. Posfsecondary Section 140 Funas

' N J : . 3 . ) 3
;. These funds are distributed on the basis of an historical relation-
a L N L4 N . - "

,,,ship.

5. -Postsecondary Section 150 Funds *« -
" the reimbursement rates shown-in Table II govern this distribution
subject, to a maximum ai]otmentfthat is éstqb1ished by historical data

" on.economic deprgssion in the area. . . ¥
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1. DATA SELECTED:

~

;o _OWYOMING - : ;

» !

N

" AV, ADM, FTE, LIF UR DE, -HE, DR LESA s 0ccupat1ona1 Enro11ment,

Jab Openfngs, Extess Loc:l/;osts of Teachers'
2. TRANSFORMATION OF DATA- INTO POINT SCORES:

Sa]ar1es

" Ten different scales are uséd. These are as fo]]ows ' A

i) Relative Einanci?1 Ability v

-

AV 4/ ADMy(sec.) S
AV_/ADM _(sec.) °S A _ '

.AVd/FTEd(postsec .)

AVg/ FTE (postsec.)
L Yo.- 0. . 5. -
o 5 -7 .99 4
1,00 i 3 . ‘
T . 1,01 - .49 .2
1:50.plus 1 )
i1y Low Tncome Families
o‘ ‘ - \\ . . ] - -
Y ) Llfd . . » | ?\5
LIFs Points - . . o,
. " 16.5 - 5.57 % 5
5.56 - 3.57 4
3.56 - 2.57 3
2.56 - 1.57 2
1.56.- .00 - ] .
v L ]
PO . . , . - LN ‘7
] i11) Manpower Needs BN
- ?..'.‘ ‘ . . 5 ) -
S ‘ : ‘ .
e ey = S )




Points

iv) Disadvantaged
o

DE

. d
DEs

— WD

" Points

Highest Quartile

Third Quartile- .
State Average i
Second Quartile

First Quartile

~

H

v) Handfcapped

¢

L HE '
HE

e ¢ 4! &

-

— N W P D
P

Points

Highest Quartile
. Third Quartile
- State Average
Second Quartile
First Quartile

N/

)
vi) Occupational Needs .

- W P,

- Pofnts

—~— W B,




. L4
-~ . -
. H
’

yii) . Enrollment ‘in Occupational Education

L

-

Enroliment o Points™

« 1700
1300
900
500
100

-

viii) Limited English Speaking Ability

/

LESA4

—

LESAS

-~

Nighest Quartile .
Third Quartile -

- State Average
Second Quartile
Fi:st Quartile

v

ix) Job Openings o
"Job Openings, . ) , .
fﬁﬂi‘Open1ngss. Points

'

x) Excess Local Costs of Teaching

Average Teacher's - 5
Salary in LEA Points

Highest Quartile
Third Quartile
State Average
Second Quartile
First Quartile




3 TRANSFORMATION OF POINT SCORES INTO REIMBURSEMENT RATES:

The point totals'from each e11g1b1e rec1p1ent are added up and
;Eigﬁf§ are applied. The maximum point score is 275., He1ghts are as
shown in_Table I. T W/ )

oy

Table. 1

: .. [Estimated allocation of weight
Elements Weight a 3 2 e
Relative Abx.l..v : . A

1.to Pav 0 ‘ 7

F4 —

Low Income Fami- 4
. - < .
2.lies or individuzls
“ SN <
3. Manpower Needs

4.Disacdvartazed

5.Eandicaooed
Occupationzl neecs
6.(Dropouts! '
’ Earollmeniin
7.0ccupational Zd.
Eaglish is nct the
8.dominant lanzuzae

G.Job availabilsts

*l 0, Excess loccal costs

Total

'S e T
. . -

-

The point totdls for~each eligible recipient are translated into

X

reimbursement rates as in Table II.

-

'v]'ab'le‘II ' ’ .
Total Poiﬁts of , Reimbursement Rate,
E1igible Recipient Federal Funds

0- 92 T Lo 2% Regzﬂar Seconda?y

4% Regllar Postsecondary -
16% Adult, Both Levels

-283-

.




[
o
7
.

4

. @ J
T Table II (Con't.)
g i : ‘
- ’ ) ' 9
‘Total Points of’ ~ "--Reimbursement Rate, '
Eligible Recipient Federal Funds
93 - 184 ' < 8% Requ]ar Secondary -
o .+« 6% Regular_Postsecondary

h a .7 -18% Adult, Both Levels . d

1§5 - 275 . ,¢// 10% Reqular Secondary

. 7% Regular Postsecondary. &
. ‘ 21% Adult, Beth Levels

AY
.
' -

COMMENTS ON THE WYOMING PROCEDURE: - -«
Step 1 Noqnalleab1e data are employed.
Step 2 Non-cont1nuous Procedura ar* Non- Procedural Po1nt Scales

are used. One poant of d1fference at the secondary ]eve] 1n total score,

,ize., going from 92 to 93, "quadriples the re1mbursement raté. This seems -
- s . '! N 4 s

N,
arbitrary.
Step 5: A Tabular Method~is used to determine a reimbursement rate.
i) .The use of "gtate.average".in scoring is not clear. Must a dis-
trict be precisely at state average to péceive a "3"2 And’to th many

. -

dec1ma1 p1aces is state average computed7 Small differences in the variable

N

'cou1d Tead to rather large d1fferences in #e1mbursement rate under the pro-

cedure that 1s apparent]y in usé. ., - )

ii) No Just1f1cat1on is g1ven for the Se]ect1on of the va]ues of

v~

weights (as in Table I).
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